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1. Executive Summary 

The existing Magnolia Bridge currently serves to connect to and from Magnolia, Smith Cove Park/Elliott Bay 
Marina, Terminal 91/Elliot Bay Businesses, and 15th Ave W. The bridge serves 17,000 ADT and 3 King County 
Metro bus lines serving an average of 3,000 riders each weekday. The bridge was constructed 90 years ago and 
has deteriorated. While SDOT continues to perform maintenance to maintain public safety, the age and 
condition of the bridge structure means there will continue to be deterioration. In 2006, following a 4-year 
planning study; however, over the last decade, funding has not been identified to advance this alternative 
beyond 30% design. 

This Magnolia Bridge Planning Study identified three Alternatives to the 2006 recommend In-Kind Replacement 
option. These Alternatives, along with the In-Kind Replacement option, have been analyzed and compared 
through a multi-criteria evaluation process. Focusing on the main connections into Magnolia and Smith Cove 
Park/Elliott Bay Marina, the Alternatives identified are: 

♦ Alternative 1: a new Armory Way Bridge into Magnolia and a new Western Perimeter Road to Smith 
Cove Park/Elliott Bay Marina ($200M - $350M), 

♦ Alternative 2: Improvements to the existing Dravus St connection into Magnolia and a new Western 
Perimeter Road to Smith Cove Park/Elliott Bay Marina ($190M - $350M), 

♦ Alternative 3: Improvements to the existing Dravus St connection into Magnolia and a new Garfield St 
bridge to Smith Cove Park/Elliott Bay Marina ($210M - $360M), and 

♦ Alternative 4: In-Kind Replacement of the existing Magnolia Bridge adjacent to its current location 
($340M — $420M). 
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The multi-criteria evaluation processes focused on key metrics in five broad evaluation categories, including: 

♦ Mobility and Connectivity including travel time modeling to key destinations served by the existing 
bridge based on estimated traffic growth in the Interbay corridor out to the year 2035; 

♦ Environmental Impacts including impacts to existing land uses, sensitive areas, and natural hazards; 

♦ Cost Estimates including planning-level cost estimates of construction, right-of-way, engineering, and 
administration; 

♦ Implementation Characteristics including metrics that speak to aspects of the actual construction 
process and how each alternative may impact or benefit the traveling public; and 

♦ Community Support including project-specific criteria related to the level of community support 
expressed by the public and stakeholders for each alternative during the MBPS outreach effort 

After considering the scores of the alternatives among all the comparison metrics and applying a sensitivity 
analysis to the metric weights, two options consistently performed best - Alternative 1 ($200-$350M) and 
Alternative 4 ($340-$420M). 
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3. Memo Purpose 

The following memo memorializes the process, methodology, and results of the alternatives analysis conducted 
as a part of the Magnolia Bridge Planning Study (MBPS). The alternatives analysis represents the final step of the 
MBPS which was initiated in 2017. To support decision making going forward, this memo provides the City and 
stakeholders with a comparison of the Magnolia Bridge replacement options. 

3.1. Introduction 

3.1.1. Project Background 

The Magnolia Bridge, originally built in 1930, is one of three arterial bridges that serve Magnolia which is home 
to over 20,000 Seattle residents. The bridge provides the most direct link between the 15 th Avenue W/Elliot 
Avenue corridor and Magnolia Village, Port of Seattle's Terminal 91, Smith Cove, and the Elliott Bay Marina. In 
addition, Metro's Route 19, 24, and 33 provide transit service between Magnolia and Downtown Seattle using 
the Magnolia Bridge. 

Over the decades, age and environmental impacts have weathered the Magnolia Bridge. SDOT performs regular 
maintenance and frequent inspections on the bridge to ensure it is safe to use. However, in the long term, a 
replacement will be needed for the bridge. In 2002, the year after the Nisqually Earthquake, SDOT received a 
grant to identify an alternative that would meet community needs and be well-suited to environmental 
conditions in the area. 

More than 20 options were considered in the 2002 study, many of which were eliminated due to environmental 
restrictions, community concerns, and engineering limitations. Five alternatives were presented to the 
community. Ultimately, the community's preferred alternative was an in-kind replacement that would parallel 
the existing bridge to the south. To date, funding to complete the design and construct the preferred option has 
not been identified. 

In 2017, the MBPS was launched to identify additional alternatives for the Magnolia Bridge. The study was 
funded by the Levy to Move Seattle. The study's primary goal is to identify and evaluate feasible alternatives to 
replace the functional needs of the existing Magnolia Bridge. 

3.1.2. Project Purpose & Goals 

The MBPS began by working with key stakeholders and SDOT staff to further clarify the purpose and goals for 
the project that were developed with stakeholders during the prior study. The full Project Purpose and Goals is 
presented in Appendix A. In summary, the study aimed to identify Magnolia Bridge replacement solutions that: 

• Provide a safe route(s) to Magnolia 

• Provide reliable and redundant access to and from Magnolia 

• Grade separate any new route from the BNSF Mainline railroad tracks. 

• Provide a route that will support Magnolia Village. 
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• Maintain or improve traffic flow on, and connections to, the 15th Avenue W corridor. 

• Maintain access to the Smith Cove waterfront and improve connection between Magnolia and the 
Smith Cove waterfront. 

• Maintain or improve access to Terminal 91. 

• Improve the level of bicycle and pedestrian connections within and beyond the project area. 

• Consider Sound Transit's future light rail extension project when evaluating alternatives. 

• Consider cost-effective alternatives. 

• Minimize or mitigate environmental impacts. 

• Minimize disruption during construction. 

The goals, as identified in the purpose and goals document, provided a foundation for developing performance- 
based metrics that were used to evaluate alternatives. 

3.1.3. Evaluation Process 

At the start of the evaluation process, the project team identified potential components that could support a 
replacement of the Magnolia Bridge. Many of the components were considered in the 2002 study while some 
were new concepts. In total, sixteen potential components were identified which consisted often basic 
components, some with several route options (e.g., 2A or 2B). 

The evaluation process was conducted in two phases, the Component Analysis phase and the Alternatives 
Analysis phase, as illustrated in Figure 1. 



Figure 1. Weighting of Main Categories 



HASE ] 

Ik 

Cc 

imp-one 

m - 


Analysis 

w 


l 


r ^ 

Viable Components 
Combined to Create 
Replacement 

Alternatives 

L_ j 




hase; 


Ail 

ternativ 



Analysis 

T 


i 




SDOT ♦ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 


2019-0417 | 6 of 40 







SCJ Alliance 

CONSULTING SERVICES 


During the Component Analysis, the sixteen potential components were put through a technical screening to 
determine which components seemed viable before advancing into the Alternatives Analysis and performing 
more in-depth analysis. The component analysis consisted of drafting a preliminary design to determine the 
geometric feasibility of each component and performing traffic operations analyses to test the component's 
ability to carry the projected volume of vehicle traffic in the 2035 horizon year. Components that were found to 
be technically feasible were advanced to the next phase of analysis. A summary of the Component Analysis 
methodology and results are described in a technical memorandum presented in Appendix B. 

Viable components were then packaged together to create three bridge replacement alternatives that were 
considered functionally equivalent to the existing Magnolia Bridge. In addition, an in-kind replacement of the 
Magnolia Bridge was included as a fourth alternative. The following sections describe these alternatives, 
document the alternatives analysis process and methodology, and discuss the study results. 

4. Description of Alternatives 

The following describes the four Magnolia Bridge replacement alternatives that came out of the component 
analysis and were evaluated further as a part of the Alternatives Analysis. Geometric design was performed for 
these alternatives to identify appropriate lane widths, turn radii, freight access, pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
and connections, grades and profiles, sight distance, and required clearances. These preliminary designs are 
included in the Component Analysis attached in Appendix B. 
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4.1. Alternative 1 - Armory Way Bridge 

Alternative 1 would create a new access point to Magnolia by constructing a bridge between 15 th Avenue W 
along Armory Way and connecting to Thorndyke Avenue W at Halladay Street, crossing over the BNSF railroad. 
The structure would have a northbound, on-ramp from 15 th Avenue W designed to allow free-flow access to the 
bridge while accommodating a potential Sound Transit rail alignment. 

To provide access to Smith Cove and the Elliott Bay Marina, a West Uplands Perimeter Road would be 
constructed along the Port of Seattle's property between 20 th Ave W and 23 rd Avenue W. Thorndyke Avenue W 
and 20 th Ave W would be improved to accommodate traffic using the Armory Way Bridge and freight vehicles 
accessing the marina and port properties. 

Alternative 1 also includes retrofitting the eastern most spur of the existing Magnolia Bridge, which crosses over 
15 th Avenue W and the BNSF railroad, by adding a ramp down to Alaskan Way W on the north side of the bridge. 
Improvements would also be made to Alaskan Way W between this new ramp and the existing ramp to the 
Galer Street Flyover. The component analysis revealed that these components are required to provide an 
alternative access to Terminal 91, Port of Seattle property, and Expedia campus and distribute traffic between 
the existing Galer Street Flyover and this new Garfield Street Flyover. 

The existing Magnolia Bridge would be decommissioned. 


Figure 2. Alternative 1 - Armory Way Bridge Concept 
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4.2. Alternative 2 - Dravus Street Upgrade 

Alternative 2 would make major upgrades to the Dravus Street and 15 th Avenue W interchange to improve 
capacity and traffic flow. In addition, Dravus Street would be widened between 15 th Avenue W and 20 th Avenue 
W, including the Dravus Street Bridge over the BNSF railroad. The resulting street would increase vehicle 
throughput at this critical connection point and greatly improve access for pedestrians, bicycles, and transit 
riders on Dravus Street. 

To provide access to Smith Cove and the Elliott Bay Marina, a West Uplands Perimeter Road would be 
constructed along the Port of Seattle's property between 20 th Ave W and 23 rd Avenue W. The existing Elliott Bay 
Trail would be realigned to follow the new roadway. Also, 20 th Ave W would be improved to accommodate 
traffic and freight vehicles accessing the marina and port properties. 

Lastly, Alternative 2 also includes retrofitting the eastern most spur of the existing Magnolia Bridge, which 
crosses over 15 th Avenue W and the BNSF railroad, by adding a ramp down to Alaskan Way W on the north side 
of the bridge. Improvements would also be made to Alaskan Way W between this new ramp and the existing 
Galer Street Flyover ramp. The component analysis revealed that these components are required to provide an 
alternative access to Terminal 91, Port of Seattle property, and Expedia campus and distribute traffic between 
the existing Galer Street Flyover and this new Garfield Street Flyover. 

The remaining segments of the existing Magnolia Bridge would be decommissioned. 


Figure 3. Alternative 2 - Dravus Street Upgrade Concept 
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4.3. Alternative 3 - Lower Magnolia Bridge 

Alternative 3 would reconstruct the lower portion of the Magnolia Bridge to provide access to Terminal 91, 
Smith Cove, and the Elliott Bay Marina. The bridge structure would follow a similar alignment as the existing 
bridge, elevated over the BNSF railroad and the Port of Seattle property, but would drop to grade level at 23 rd 
Avenue W. It would not continue to the top of the Magnolia bluff. 

As with Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would make major upgrades to the Dravus Street and 15 th Avenue W 
interchange and widen Dravus Street, including the Dravus Street Bridge over the BNSF railroad. The resulting 
street would increase vehicle capacity at this critical existing connection point and greatly improve access for 
pedestrians, bicycles, and transit riders using Dravus Street. 

The remaining segments of the existing Magnolia Bridge would be decommissioned. 


Figure 4. Alternative 3 - Lower Magnolia Bridge Concept 
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4.4. Alternative 4 - In-Kind Replacement 


The In-Kind Replacement alternative would demolish and reconstruct a new bridge following a similar alignment 
and with the same functionality as the current bridge. The replacement would have the same functionality and 
similar geometry as the current bridge but designed to current code standards. There would be no other 
improvements or components included in the project. 


Figure 5. In-Kind Replacement Concept 
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5. Analysis Methodology 

The following section describes the analysis methodology used to evaluate the four Magnolia Bridge 
replacement alternatives. An overview of the evaluation criteria, weighting, and scoring methods is provided 
and followed by further details on each metric and the analysis results. 

5.1. Evaluation Criteria and Weighting 

The MBPS took a performance-based approach to the alternatives analysis. The project purpose and goals were 
used as a basis for establishing the evaluation criteria that would be used to compare the four alternatives. The 
evaluation criteria fall into the following five broad evaluation categories: 

♦ Mobility and Connectivity 

♦ Environmental Impact 

♦ Cost Estimate 

♦ Implementation Characteristics 

♦ Community Support 

Within each of the five main categories, project-specific criteria were identified to evaluate the project goals, 
measured either qualitatively or quantitatively. Through discussions among SDOT, key stakeholders, and 
consultant project team, each of the five main categories was assigned a weight, as a percentage, to reflect how 
critical each category is to the decision-making process. In addition, each of project-specific criteria were 
assigned weights to indicate level of importance within the main category. 

Identifying funding has been the largest hurdle to implementing the preferred, in-kind replacement, solution 
identified that was identified in the 2002 planning effort. Therefore, the current MBPS effort considered the 
Cost Estimate category to carry the most weight of any other category. The performance of the alternative, as 
measured by the Mobility and Connectivity category metrics, was considered to be the second most important 
category. The remaining three categories were equally weighted. Figure 6 illustrates the assigned weights 
among the main categories and project-specific criteria. 
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Figure 6. Category and Criteria Weighting 
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Scoring of the alternatives was done in a relative manner, comparing the alternatives against each other as 
opposed to a "no-build" option. For each of the project-specific criteria, a scoring scale was developed to 
represent the range of values observed or measured. Using this scale, a score between 10 (worst score) and 90 
(best score), was assigned to each of the alternatives. 

The following sections provide details on each of the project-specific criteria including their analysis methods, 
metrics, and scoring results. 

5.2. Mobility and Connectivity 

The Mobility and Connectivity category made up 25-percent of the total weighted score and includes project- 
specific criteria that speak to the movement of people and goods into and out of Magnolia. The Magnolia bridge 
provides access between the Magnolia community and the rest of the City of Seattle. The bridge also provides 
the only public vehicular access to Smith Cove and the Elliott Bay Marina. The ideal solution provides efficient, 
safe, and improved multimodal access to and from Magnolia destinations. Detailed traffic analysis was 
performed and is presented in Appendix C (Traffic Analysis-Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations, Heffron 
Transportation, February 15, 2019). The results of that analysis were used to evaluate this group of criteria. 

The following project-specific criteria were used to evaluate Mobility and Connectivity across a variety of modes. 
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5.2.1. Vehicular Access (75%) 

Vehicular Access made up 75-percent of the Mobility and Connectivity category. To evaluate vehicular access, 
projected travel times between key origins and destinations within the study area were used as the quantitative 
metric. The weighting was evenly divided among the following sub criteria, representing specific origin- 
destination pairs (O-D pairs), as shown: 

♦ Between Magnolia Village and Elliott Bay/Ballard Bridge (15%) 

♦ Between Elliott Bay Marina/Smith Cove and 15 th Ave W (15%) 

♦ Between Elliott Bay Marina/Waterfront and Magnolia Village (15%) 

♦ Access to Terminal 91/Alaskan Way W (15%) 

♦ Traffic Flow on 15th Avenue (15%) 

For each of the four alternatives, the 2035 forecasted traffic volumes were reassigned to the street network and 
routes between each O-D pair were mapped. Once the routes were established, traffic model software was used 
to determine average travel times for each of the designated routes. Travel times were calculated in both the 
AM and PM peak hours and also in both directions of travel. For instance, from the Magnolia Village to the 
Elliott Bay Marina as well as from the Elliot Bay Marina to the Magnolia Village. 

Table 1 shows the results of the travel time analysis. The table includes the forecasted travel times for each of 
the alternatives by route, direction, and peak hour. An average travel time for each O-D pair is provided and was 
the metric used to score the alternatives. Flowever, if the travel time for any route within an O-D pair exceeded 
one-hour, the alternative was assigned the lowest possible score for that O-D pair sub criteria category. Both 
Alternatives 2 and 3 were found to have at least one travel time that exceeded one hour, or 60 minutes. 
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Table 1. Vehicular Access - Travel Time Analysis Results 


To Magnolia Village 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Origin 

Destination 

Peak Hour 

Travel Time (minutes^ 

) 

Magnolia Village 

Elliott Avenue W 

AM 

17 

20 

39 

6 

Magnolia Village 

Elliott Avenue W 

PM 

12 

18 

18 

6 

Elliott Ave W 

Magnolia Village 

AM 

10 

13 

12 

8 

Elliott Ave W 

Magnolia Village 

PM 

25 

66* 

78* 

8 

Magnolia Village 

Ballard Bridge 

AM 

13 

14 

31 

10 

Magnolia Village 

Ballard Bridge 

PM 

12 

13 

13 

11 

Ballard Bridge 

Magnolia Village 

AM 

34 

34 

33 

28 

Ballard Bridge 

Magnolia Village 

PM 

15 

15 

17 

12 

Average Travel Time 



17 

24 

30 

11 


Between Smith Cove/Elliott Bay Marina and Elliot Bay/Ballard 

Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Origin 

Destination 

Peak Hour 

Travel Time (minutes^ 

) 

Smith Cove/Marina 

Elliott Avenue W 

AM 

15 

18 

2 

3 

Smith Cove/Marina 

Elliott Avenue W 

PM 

9 

15 

5 

2 

Elliott Avenue W 

Smith Cove/Marina 

AM 

7 

11 

3 

5 

Elliott Avenue W 

Smith Cove/Marina 

PM 

25 

63* 

4 

5 

Smith Cove/Marina 

Ballard Bridge 

AM 

14 

19 

6 

5 

Smith Cove/Marina 

Ballard Bridge 

PM 

15 

14 

16 

12 

Ballard Bridge 

Smith Cove/Marina 

AM 

36 

38 

33 

25 

Ballard Bridge 

Smith Cove/Marina 

PM 

18 

18 

16 

10 

Average Travel Time 



17 

25 

11 

8 


Between Smith Cove/Elliott Bay Marina and Magnolia Village 

Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Origin 

Destination 

Peak Hour 

Travel Time (minutes^ 

) 

Magnolia Village 

Smith Cove/Marina 

AM 

7 

15 

41 

13 

Magnolia Village 

Smith Cove/Marina 

PM 

8 

8 

21 

15 

Smith Cove/Marina 

Magnolia Village 

AM 

6 

9 

15 

14 

Smith Cove/Marina 

Magnolia Village 

PM 

8 

8 

25 

21 

Average Travel Time 



7 

10 

26 

16 


To Terminal 91/Expedia 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Origin 

Destination 

Peak Hour 

Travel Time (minutes’ 

) 

Terminal 91/Expedia 

Elliott Avenue W 

AM 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Terminal 91/Expedia 

Elliott Avenue W 

PM 

2 

2 

5 

5 

Elliott Ave W 

Terminal 91/Expedia 

AM 

2 

3 

4 

6 

Elliott Ave W 

Terminal 91/Expedia 

PM 

6 

5 

5 

5 

Terminal 91/Expedia 

Ballard Bridge 

AM 

7 

5 

7 

8 

Terminal 91/Expedia 

Ballard Bridge 

PM 

6 

10 

18 

16 

Ballard Bridge 

Terminal 91/Expedia 

AM 

36 

33 

36 

28 

Ballard Bridge 

Terminal 91/Expedia 

PM 

10 

13 

18 

9 

Average Travel Time 



9 

9 

12 

10 


Along 15th Avenue W 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Origin 

Destination 

Peak Hour 

Travel Time (minutes’ 

) 

Ballard Bridge 

Elliott Bay 

AM 

37 

32 

33 

25 

Ballard Bridge 

Elliott Bay 

PM 

13 

12 

16 

9 

Elliott Bay 

Ballard Bridge 

AM 

7 

5 

5 

8 

Elliott Bay 

Ballard Bridge 

PM 

21 

57 

70* 

32 

Average Travel Time 



20 

27 

31 

19 


*= Forcasted travel times over 1-hr were considered to be unacceptable. Any alternative with a travel time greaterthan 60 
minutes was given the lowest possible score. 
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Based on the results of the Vehicular Access analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives relative to 
each other. Table 2 shows the scoring matrix. 


Table 2. Vehicular Access - Scoring Matrix 



10 

30 

50 

70 

90 

Average 
Travel Time 
(minutes) 

27 to 32 

22 to 26 

17 to 21 

12 to 16 

6 to 11 


The scores assigned to each of the alternatives by origin-destination pair are shown in Table 3. 


Table 3. Vehicular Access - Scoring Results 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

To Magnolia Village 

50 

10 

10 

90 

Between Smith Cove/Elliott Bay Marina and Elliot Bay/Ballard 

50 

10 

90 

90 

Between Smith Cove/Elliott Bay Marina and Magnolia Village 

90 

90 

30 

70 

To Terminal 91/Expedia 

90 

90 

70 

90 

Along 15th Avenue W 

50 

10 

10 

50 


5.2.2.Multimodal Mobility (25%) 

Multimodal Mobility made up 25-percent of the Mobility and Connectivity category. The criteria are related to 
other road users, besides vehicles, that access Magnolia on a daily basis including pedestrians, bicycles, transit, 
and freight. A detailed transit and non-motorized transportation analysis was performed and is presented in 
Appendix D (Transportation Analysis - Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycles, Heffron Transportation, February 15, 
2019). The results of that analysis were used to evaluate this group of criteria. Considerations for assessing the 
mobility of these modes are described below. 

The 25-percent assigned to the Multimodal Mobility criteria is divided among the following sub criteria, 
representing different modal groups, as shown: 

♦ Pedestrian and Bicycle (10%) 

♦ Transit (10%) 

♦ Freight (5%) 

For each of the modal groups, a series of project-specific metrics related to connectivity and access were 
identified. Each metric was assigned a maximum value which in effect weighted the metrics within the modal 
group. Considering these metrics, the four alternatives were evaluated on a qualitative and comparative basis. 
Table 4 summarizes the Multimodal Mobility metrics and analysis results. 
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Table 4. Multimodal Mobility - Analysis Results 



Based on the results of the Multimodal Mobility analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives relative 
to each other. Table 5 shows the scoring matrix. 


Table 5. Multimodal Mobility-Scoring Matrix 



10 

30 

50 

70 

90 

Percent of 

Maximum 

Value 

43 to 52 

53 to 62 

63 to 71 

72 to 81 

82 to 91 


The scores assigned to each of the alternatives by modal group are shown in Table 6. 

Table 6. Multimodal Mobility-Scoring Results 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Pedestrian and Bicycle 

90 

50 

50 

50 

Transit 

50 

10 

10 

90 

Freight 

70 

30 

10 

90 


5.3. Environmental Impacts 

The Environmental Impacts category made up 15-percent of the total weighted score and includes project- 
specific criteria that speak to impacts to existing land uses, sensitive areas, and natural hazards. The ideal 
solution avoids or mitigates impacts to environmentally sensitive areas, minimizes impacts to natural hazards, 
and limits right-of-way acquisition as well as noise and visual pollution impacting adjacent residents and 
businesses. 
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The Environmental Impacts category includes the following project-specific criteria which were assigned 
individual weighting that makes up 100 percent of the Environmental Impacts Category. 

5.3.1. Impacts to Adjacent Land Use (40%) 

Impacts to Adjacent Land Uses made up 40-percent of the Environmental Impacts category. The 40-percent 
assigned to the Adjacent Land Use criteria is divided among the following sub criteria as shown: 

♦ Right-of-Way Acquisition (20%) 

♦ Visual and Noise Impacts (20%) 

The evaluation of this project-specific criteria considers how much right-of-way acquisition would be required to 
construct each alternative. It also considers the magnitude of long-term impacts on visual character, including 
retaining walls and structures proposed, and noise levels in the surrounding areas. 

Impacts to current land uses, such as Magnolia residences and Port of Seattle properties, were considered as 
well as impacts to planned land uses such as the Expedia development and the Port of Seattle's Upland 
development. 

5.3.2.Impacts to Sensitive Areas (30%) 

Impacts to Sensitive Areas made up 30-percent of the Environmental Impacts category. 

The evaluation of this project-specific criteria considers potential impacts to protected wildlife habitats and 
mapped wetland areas which would require additional permitting and mitigation measures. The 30-percent 
assigned to the Sensitive Areas criteria is divided among the following sub criteria as shown: 

♦ Protected Wildlife Habitat (15%) 

♦ Wetland Areas (15%) 

5.3.3.Impacts to Natural Hazards (30%) 

Impacts to Natural Hazards made up 30-percent of the Environmental Impacts score. The evaluation of this 
project-specific criteria considers proximity to liquefaction zones and proximity to steep slopes and historic slide 
areas. The 30-percent assigned to the Sensitive Areas criteria is divided among the following sub criteria as 
shown: 

♦ Steep Slopes (15%) 

♦ Liquefaction Zone (15%) 

5.3.4.Environmental Impact Analysis Results 

To evaluate impacts for each of the project-specific criteria within the Environmental Impacts category, each of 
the project components that make up the alternatives was assigned points (0 through 4) based on the 
anticipated level of impact for each of the sub criteria. The anticipated level of impact was qualitatively 
determined by evaluating the footprint of each component in relation to the aerial image and various geospatial 
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data provided by the City of Seattle that represent each of the sub criteria. Depending on the project 
components involved in each alternative, a total score was determined for each of the three project-specific 
criteria related to Environmental Impacts. Table 7 summarizes the points assigned to each component and the 
score for each alternative. 


Table 7. Environmental Impacts - Analysis Results 



ADJACENT LAND USE 

NATURAL HAZARDS 

SENSITIVE AREAS 

Component 

Visual & 

Noise 

Impacts 

ROW RaW 

Land Use 

Acquisition 

Score 

Habitat 

Raw 

Wetland Sensitive 

Areas Score 

Steep 

Slopes 

Raw 

Liquefaction Natural 

Zone Hazard 

Score 


West Uplands Perimeter Road 

0 

2 2 

0 

2 2 

1 

1 2 


20th Avenue W Improvements 

0 

0 0 

0 

1 1 

0 

1 1 


Dravus Street Improvements 

1 

1 2 

0 

0 0 

0 

1 1 


Armory Way Bridge 

1 

1 2 

0 

2 2 

2 

1 3 


Thorndyke Avenue Improvements 

0 

0 0 

0 

0 0 

0 

0 0 


Magnolia Bridge Spur 

0 

1 1 

0 

0 0 

0 

1 1 


Alaskan Way Connector 

0 

0 0 

0 

0 0 

0 

1 1 


Lower Magnolia Bridge 

0 

3 3 

0 

0 0 

0 

1 1 


In-Kind Replacement 

0 

3 3 

0 

0 0 

3 

1 4 


ADJACENT LAND USE NATURAL HAZARDS SENSITIVE AREAS 


Alternative 

Visual & 

Noise 

Impacts 

ROW 

Acquisition 

Raw 

Land Use 

Score 

Habitat 

Wetland 

Raw 

Sensitive 

Areas Score 

Steep 

Slopes 

Liquefaction 

Zone 

Raw 

Natural 

Hazard 

Score 


1 

4 

5 

0 

5 

5 

3 

5 

8 


1 

4 

5 

0 

3 

3 

1 

5 

6 

Alternative 3 # ) 

1 

4 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

Alternative 4 9 

0 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

4 


Based on the results of the Environmental Impacts analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives 
relative to each other. Table 8 shows the scoring matrix. 


Table 8. Environmental Impacts - Scoring Matrix 



10 

30 

50 

70 

90 

Total 

Points 

7 to 8 

5 to 6 

4 

2 to 3 

Oto 1 


The scores assigned to each of the alternatives by project-specific criteria related to Environmental Impacts are 
shown in Table 6. 


Table 9. Environmental Impacts - Scoring Results 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Adjacent Land Use 

30 

30 

30 

70 

Sensitive Areas 

30 

70 

90 

90 

Natural Hazards 

10 

30 

70 

50 
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5.4. Cost Estimate 

The Cost Estimate category made up 30-percent of the total weighted score and includes only one project- 
specific criteria that speaks to the expected cost of each alternative. The ideal solution is financially feasible and 
provides the most benefit to the traveling public for the lowest possible cost. 

5.4.1. Preliminary Cost Estimate (100%) 

Preliminary Cost Estimate is the only project-specific criteria identified under the Cost Estimate category. 
Therefore, the Preliminary Cost Estimate score makes up 100-percent of the Cost Estimate category. 

For Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement), the cost estimate calculated for the 30% design effort in 2006 was 
updated to 2018 dollars by escalating each of the estimated unit costs. For instance, right-of-way costs were 
updated to 2018 dollars by escalating the unit cost of real estate based on the relative increase in King County 
assessments for adjacent parcels over the escalation period. 

The escalated unit costs were then used to develop planning level cost estimates for each of the separate 
project components. The project component costs were then summed, depending on the configuration of each 
alternative, to create a total estimated project cost for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. 

Table 10 summarizes the estimated component costs and the total Preliminary Cost Estimate for each of the 
alternatives. Details on the cost estimates are included as Appendix E. 


Table 10. Cost Estimate - Analysis Results 


Component 

Component 

Construction 

Cost Estimate 

# West Uplands Perimeter Road 

$13,396,000 

20th Avenue W Improvements 

$1,004,000 

Dravus Street Improvements 

$44,712,000 

Armory Way Bridge 

$45,411,000 

Thorndyke Avenue Improvements 

$2,792,000 

Magnolia Bridge Spur 

$43,544,000 

Alaskan Way Connector 

$1,576,000 

9 Lower Magnolia Bridge 

$67,063,000 

9 In-Kind Replacement 

$191,123,000 

9 Existing Bridge Demolition 

$6,674,000 


Alternative 

Construction 

Cost Estimate 
(2018$) 

Right-of-Way 

Cost Estimate 
(2018$) 

Soft Costs 

Estimate 

(2018$) 

Estimate Base 

Cost 

(2018$) 

Contingency 

Cost Estimate 
(2018$) 

Total Cost 

Estimate 

(2018$) 


$114,397,000 

$44,596,000 

$45,758,800 

$204,751,800 

$61,000,000 

$266,000,000 


$110,906,000 

$42,155,800 

$44,362,400 

$197,424,200 

$59,000,000 

$256,000,000 

Alternative 3 9 9 O 

$118,449,000 

$44,406,800 

$47,379,600 

$210,235,400 

$63,000,000 

$273,000,000 

Alternative 4 9 # 

$197,797,000 

$48,544,000 

$59,339,100 

$305,680,100 

$92,000,000 

$398,000,000 
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Based on the results of the Cost Estimate analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives relative to 
each other. Table 11 shows the scoring matrix. 


Table 11. Cost Estimate - Scoring Matrix 



10 

30 

50 

70 

90 

Cost Estimate 
(2018$) 

> $375M 

$325M to $375M 

$275M to $324M 

$225M to $274M 

< $225M 


The scores assigned to each of the alternatives by project-specific criteria related to Cost Estimate are shown in 

Table 12. 

Table 12. Cost Estimate - Scoring Results 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Preliminary Cost Estimate 

70 

70 

70 

10 


5.5. Implementation Characteristics 

The Implementation Characteristics category made up 15-percent of the total weighted score and includes 
project-specific criteria that speak to aspects of the actual construction process and how each alternative may 
impact or benefit the traveling public. The ideal solution will be constructed with minimal impacts to traffic and 
can be phased to provide interim functionality or benefit to the community. 

The following project-specific criteria were used to determine the overall Implementation Characteristics of 
each alternative. 

5.5.1. Construction Duration (40%) 

Construction Duration made up 40-percent of the Implementation Characteristics category and relates to the 
overall anticipated length of construction. To evaluate construction duration, construction schedules were 
developed for each of the four alternatives. The estimated construction schedules are provided as Appendix F 

A detailed construction schedule was prepared for Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) during the 30% design 
effort in 2006. A construction management subconsultant reviewed and updated the previous schedule and 
prepared high-level schedules for each of the other alternatives using the same criteria and durations for like 
components. Table 13 summarizes the estimated construction duration by alternative. 
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Table 13. Construction Duration-Analysis Results 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Construction Duration 

29 months 

29 months 

35 months 

31 months 


Based on the results of the Cost Estimate analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives relative to 
each other. Table 14 shows the scoring matrix. 


Table 14. Construction Duration - Scoring Matrix 



10 

30 

50 

70 

90 

Duration 

(months) 

35 to 36 

33 to 34 

31 to 32 

29 to 30 

27 to 28 


5.5.2.Construction Impacts (30%) 

Construction Impacts made up 30-percent of the Implementation Characteristics category and relates to the 
anticipated length of significant impacts to traffic. Significant impacts were considered to be extended lane 
closures on roads classified as principal arterials, such as 15 th Avenue W, Dravus Street, and the Magnolia Bridge. 
Construction impacts vary among the project components that make up each of the alternatives. For instance, 
reconstructing the Dravus Street interchange would have large impacts to the existing transportation network 
over the entire construction period. Alternatively, construction of the Amory Way Bridge or the West Uplands 
Perimeter Road, which are largely new roadway components, could be done with far fewer impacts to the 
traveling public. 

To determine Construction Impacts, the construction schedules were evaluated to determine how many months 
of significant traffic impacts would be experienced in each schedule. If a project component was expected to 
introduce minor impacts to traffic, the duration of their exclusive work was eliminated from the overall duration 
of each alternative to determine the remaining months that the public would experience significant traffic 
impacts. Table 15 summarizes the estimated length of construction impacts by alternative. 


Table 15. Construction Impacts-Analysis Results 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Construction Impact 

14 months 

26 months 

31 months 

27 months 


Based on the results of the Construction Impacts analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives 
relative to each other. Table 16 shows the scoring matrix. 
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Table 16. Construction Impacts - Scoring Matrix 



10 

30 

50 

70 

90 

Duration 

(months) 

29 to 32 

25 to 28 

21 to 24 

17 to 20 

13 to 16 


5.5.3.Construction Phasing (30%) 

Construction Phasing made up 30-percent of the Implementation Characteristics category and relates to the 
ability of the alternative to be phased as to provide interim benefit or utility. 

To evaluate construction phasing, project components were categorized by whether they provide independent 
utility or not. In other words, if constructed in isolation, would the project component provide a significant 
benefit to the traveling public. Most of the components provide no or very limited independent utility. However, 
the West Perimeter Road, the Dravus Street improvements, and the new Armory Way Bridge were determined 
to have a significant benefit to the public if constructed independently. 

These three project components further analyzed based on two qualitative metrics, the magnitude of the 
expected benefit and the volume of traffic that would benefit from the component. These qualitative 
descriptors were multiplied to calculate an overall Independent Utility Score for each component which were 
then applied to the alternatives. Table 17 summarizes the Construction Phasing analysis results. 


Table 17. Construction Phasing-Analysis Results 


Components with Independent Utility 

Level of 

Benefit 

M 

Traffic 

Volume to 

Benefit 

(y) 

Component 
Independent 
Utility Score 

(x*y) 

# West Uplands Perimeter Road 

Medium (50) 

Low (30) 

1500 

# Dravus Street Improvements 

Medium (50) 

High (70) 

3500 

Armory Way Bridge 

Very High (90) 

High (70) 

6300 


Alternative 

Alternative Independent Utility Score 

Alternative 1 # 

7,800 

Alternative 2 # 

5,000 

Alternative 3 

3,500 

Alternative 4 

0 
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Based on the results of the Construction Phasing analysis, a scale was developed to score the alternatives 
relative to each other. Table 18 shows the scoring matrix. 


Table 18. Construction Phasing-Scoring Matrix 



10 

30 

50 

70 

90 

Alternative 
Independent 
Utility Score 

0 to 1,999 

2,000 to 3,499 

3,500 to 4,999 

5,000 to 6,499 

6,500 to 8,000 


5.5.4.Implementation Characteristics Analysis Results 

The scoring results of the three project-specific criteria within the Implementation Characteristics category are 
summarized in Table 19. 


Table 19. Implementation Characteristics - Scoring Results 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Construction Duration 

70 

70 

10 

50 

Construction Impacts 

90 

30 

10 

30 

Construction Phasing 

90 

70 

50 

10 


5.6. Community Support 

The Community Support category made up 15-percent of the total weighted score and includes project-specific 
criteria related to the level of community support expressed by the public and stakeholders for each alternative 
during the MBPS outreach effort. The ideal solution is broadly supported by the general public as well as key 
stakeholders which include the Port of Seattle, BNSF, and Sound Transit. 

5.6.1. Public Support (50%) 

Public Support made up 50-percent of the Community Support category and was determined through public 
outreach activities and surveys. In public meetings, Magnolia residents and users of the Magnolia Bridge 
expressed strongly that their preferred solution is Alternative 4, an in-kind replacement of the existing bridge, 
over any of the other alternatives. The project team held a series of community events to share the alternative 
solutions and get feedback. The Outreach Summary Report is provided as Appendix G. 
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A survey was conducted to determine public preference between the three Magnolia Bridge replacement 
alternatives, not including the in-kind replacement. The results of the survey are provided in Table 20. 


Table 20. Public Support - Survey Results 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 j 

Number of Votes 

134 

18 

34 

N/A 


Based on the results of this survey and knowing that Alternative 4 was by far the most heavily preferred 
solution, the alternatives were scored as shown in Table 21. 


Table 21. Public Support - Scoring Results 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Public Support 

30 

10 

10 

90 


5.6.2.Stakeholder Support (50%) 

Stakeholder Support made up 50-percent of the Community Support category. These scores were calculated for 
each alternative based on feedback received from SDOT, the Port of Seattle, BNSF, Sound Transit and others 
that were collected during the outreach for this project. During this time, we collected their input on the project 
purpose and goals, the components, and alternatives developed. Feedback was related to access to existing 
BNSF and Port properties and businesses, integration with Sound Transit's future West Seattle and Ballard Link 
Extension (WSBLE) rail project, potential impacts to current BNSF and Port operations, and potential conflicts 
with planned developments. Table 22 summarizes the input we received for each of the alternatives. 


Table 22. Stakeholder Support - Feedback Summary 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Port of Seattle 

(+) Garfield St Flyover and Alaskan 
Way Connector provide redundant 
access option 

(-) Garfield St Flyover and Alaskan 
Way Connector impact Port property, 
security, and operations 
(-) West Perimeter Road impacts Port 
property and provides circuitous 
access to west side of T-91 
(-) Impacts access to Anthony's 

(+) Garfield St Flyover and Alaskan 
Way Connector provide redundant 
access option 

(-) Garfield St Flyover and Alaskan 
Way Connector impact Port property, 
security, and operations 
(-) West Perimeter Road impacts Port 
property 

(-) Impacts access to Anthony's 

(+) Maintains existing Port access and 
operations 

(+) Potential to maintains Anthony's 
existing access 

(0) Property impacts to T-91 Uplands 
similar to existing structure 

(++) Maintains existing Port access, 
mobility, and operations 
(+) Potential to maintains Anthony's 
existing access 

(0) Property impacts to T-91 Uplands 
similar to existing structure 

Sound Transit* 

(-) Requires design coordination with 
several WSBLE alternatives at new 
Armory Bridge & Garfield St Flyover 

(0) Requires design coordination with 
some WSBLE alternatives at new 
Dravus St Upgrade & Garfield St Flyover 

(+) Requires design coordination with 
some WSBLE alternatives at new 
Dravus St Upgrade 

(++) Required design coordination 
limited to replacement of existing 
structure 

BNSF 

(-) Armory Bridge adds new crossing 
over rail hump yard 
(-) 20th Ave W impacts 

(++) No new crossing over rail 
(-) 20th Ave W impacts 

(++) No new crossing over rail 

(++) No new crossing over rail 


* WSBLE alternatives are planning concepts and are subject to change. 
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Based on the input received, a score was assigned to each alternative by specific stakeholder. Input from each 
stakeholder was considered to be of equal weight. Therefore, an average of the three stakeholder scores was 
used to determine an overall score for stakeholder support. Table 23 summarizes the stakeholder support 
scores by alternative. 


Table 23. Stakeholder Support - Scoring Results 



Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Port of Seattle 

30 

30 

70 

90 

Sound Transit 

30 

50 

70 

90 

BNSF 

30 

70 

90 

90 

Overall Stakeholder Support 

30 

50 

70 

90 
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6. Alternatives Analysis Results 

The following provides a summary of the project-specific criteria scores and the application of the assigned 
category weights, as discussed at the beginning of Section 3, that were used to determine and overall score and 
ranking of the alternatives. In addition, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to see how changes to the category 
weights affect the overall ranking. The results of this analysis are also discussed below. 

6.1. Analysis Results 

Table 24 summarizes the results of the analysis methodology described in Section 3, compiling all the criteria 
scores in the five main categories for each of the alternatives. 

Table 24. Summary of Analysis Scores Across Categories and Criteria 
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Using these scores and applying the weights given to each of the project-specific criteria and sub criteria results 
in an overall score, out of a total of 100 points, for each of the main categories. The details of the alternative 
scoring are provided in Appendix H and a summary of the weighted scores for each main category by alternative 
is shown in Table 25. 


Table 25. Final Scores by Main Category 



Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 4 

Mobility and Connectivity 

67 

39 

38 

77 

Environmental Impact 

24 

42 

60 

70 

Cost Estimate 

70 

70 

70 

10 

Implementation Characteristics 

82 

58 

22 

32 

Community Support 

30 

30 

40 

90 


6.2. Weighted Scores 

As discussed in Section 3.1, each of the five main categories was assigned a weight, as a percentage, to reflect 
how critical each category is to the decision-making process. Figure 7 illustrates the assigned weight of each 
category, as determined through discussions among SPOT, key stakeholders, and consultant project team. 


Figure 7. Weighting of Main Categories 



E Mobility and 
Connectivity 

E Environmental 
Impact 

E Estimated 
Cost 

E Implementation 
Characteristics 

E Community Support 


Once determined, these assigned weights were applied to the main category scores to determine an overall 
weighted score for each of the four Magnolia Bridge replacement alternatives which were then ranked. Table 26 
provides a summary of the weighted scores and ranked alternatives. 
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Table 26. Overall Weighted Scores and Ranked Alternatives 



Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 

Alternative 4 

Mobility and Connectivity 

Category Score 

67 

39 

38 

77 

Assigned Weight 

25% 

25% 

25% 

25% 

Weighted Score 

16.8 

9.8 

9.5 

19.3 

Environmental Impact 

Category Score 

24 

42 

60 

70 

Assigned Weight 

15% 

15% 

15% 

15% 

Weighted Score 

3.6 

6.3 

9.0 

10.5 

Cost Estimate 

Category Score 

70 

70 

70 

10 

Assigned Weight 

30% 

30% 

30% 

30% 

Weighted Score 

21.0 

21.0 

21.0 

3.0 

Implementation Characteristics 

Category Score 

82 

58 

22 

32 

Assigned Weight 

15% 

15% 

15% 

15% 

Weighted Score 

12.3 

8.7 

3.3 

4.8 

Community Support 

Category Score 

30 

30 

40 

90 

Assigned Weight 

15% 

15% 

15% 

15% 

Weighted Score 

4.5 

4.5 

6.0 

13.5 

OVERALL WEIGHTED SCORE 

58.2 

50.3 

48.8 

51.1 

ALTERNATIVE RANKING 

1 

3 

4 

2 


Based on this analysis, Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) is ranked the highest while Alternative 4 (In-Kind 
Replacement) and Alternative 2 (Dravus Street Bridge) are ranked in 2 nd and 3 rd place respectively with less than 
a one-point difference between their overall weighted scores. Alternative 3 (Lower Magnolia Bridge) come in 
last in the rankings. 

6.3. Sensitivity Analysis 

To test and verify the results of the study, a sensitivity analysis was conducted to understand how changes in the 
assigned weights might affect the ranked results. A series of different weighting scenarios were explored, each 
emphasizing a different focus. A summary of the results of the sensitivity analysis is provided in Table 27. 
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Table 27. Sensitivity Analysis Results by Weighting Scenerio 


SCENARIO A: PU 


BLIC ACCEPTANCE 



Mobility & 
Connectivity 

Environmental 

Impacts 

Estimated 

Cost 

Implementation 

Characteristics 

Community 

Support 

Total 

Score 

Rank 

40% 

5% 

5% 

20% 

30% 

Alternative 1 

Armory Way Bridge 

26.8 

1.2 

3.5 

16.4 

9.0 

56.9 

2 

Alternative 2 

Dravus Street Bridge 

15.6 

2.1 

3.5 

11.6 

9.0 

41.8 

3 

Alternative 3 

Lower Magnolia Bridge 

15.2 

3.0 

3.5 

4.4 

12.0 

38.1 

4 

Alternative 4 

In-Kind Replacement 

30.8 

3.5 

0.5 

6.4 

27.0 

68.2 

1 


SCENARIO B: EASE OF IMPLEMENTATION 



Mobility & 
Connectivity 

Environmental 

Impacts 

Estimated 

Cost 

Implementation 

Characteristics 

Community 

Support 

Total 

Score 

Rank 

5% 

25% 

40% 

25% 

5% 

Alternative 1 

Armory Way Bridge 

3.4 

6.0 

28.0 

20.5 

1.5 

59.4 

1 

Alternative 2 

Dravus Street Bridge 

2.0 

10.5 

28.0 

14.5 

1.5 

56.5 

2 

Alternative 3 

Lower Magnolia Bridge 

1.9 

15.0 

28.0 

5.5 

2.0 

52.4 

3 

Alternative 4 

In-Kind Replacement 

3.9 

17.5 

4.0 

8.0 

4.5 

37.9 

4 

SCENARIO C: COST, PERFORMA 

NCE, & ACCEPTANCE 


Mobility & 
Connectivity 

Environmental 

Impacts 

Estimated 

Cost 

Implementation 

Characteristics 

Community 

Support 

Total 

Score 

Rank 

30% 

5% 

30% 

5% 

30% 

Alternative 1 

Armory Way Bridge 

20.1 

1.2 

21.0 

4.1 

9.0 

55.4 

2 

Alternative 2 

Dravus Street Bridge 

11.7 

2.1 

21.0 

2.9 

9.0 

46.7 

4 

Alternative 3 

Lower Magnolia Bridge 

11.4 

3.0 

21.0 

1.1 

12.0 

48.5 

3 

Alternative 4 

In-Kind Replacement 

23.1 

3.5 

3.0 

1.6 

27.0 

58.2 

1 


SCENARIO D: ALL EQUAL 



Mobility & 
Connectivity 

Environmental 

Impacts 

Estimated 

Cost 

Implementation 

Characteristics 

Community 

Support 

Total 

Score 

Rank 

20% 

20% 

20% 

20% 

20% 

Alternative 1 

Armory Way Bridge 

13.4 

4.8 

14.0 

16.4 

6.0 

54.6 

2 

Alternative 2 

Dravus Street Bridge 

7.8 

8.4 

14.0 

11.6 

6.0 

47.8 

3 

Alternative 3 

Lower Magnolia Bridge 

7.6 

12.0 

14.0 

4.4 

8.0 

46.0 

4 

Alternative 4 

In-Kind Replacement 

15.4 

14.0 

2.0 

6.4 

18.0 

55.8 

1 
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For the majority of the weighting scenarios. Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) was found to be the highest- 
ranking alternative. However, in Scenario B, which emphasized categories related to implementation of the 
project. Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) was found to be the lowest-ranking alternative. 

Both Scenarios C and D had Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) and Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) ranking 
in 1 st and 2 nd place with less than two-points difference in the overall weighted score. 

The greatest differential between scores was seen in Scenario A which focused on achieving public acceptance. 
The scores of Alternatives 1 and 4 were still much higher than either Alternative 2 or 3. However, Alternative 4 
(In-Kind Replacement) had a score almost ten-points higher than Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge). 
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7. Conclusions 

This alternatives analysis ranked Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) highest with Alternative 4 (In-Kind 
Replacement) and Alternative 2 (Dravus Street Bridge) ranked in 2nd and 3rd place respectively with less than 
one-point difference in their overall weighted scores. A sensitivity analysis of the scores indicated that variations 
in weighting of the criteria could significantly impact these results. The alternatives analysis and subsequent 
sensitivity analysis indicated that: 

• Alternative 3 (Lower Magnolia Bridge) consistently ranked last with significantly lower scores than the 
highest performing alternative. 

• While Alternative 3 (Lower Magnolia Bridge) ranked lowest in the implementation categories, it is 
ranked second highest in the environmental impact category and comparable to Alternative 4 (In-kind 
Replacement). 

• Alternative 2 (Dravus Street Bridge) typically ranked in the middle of the results but is competitive in 
terms of cost, with a lower estimated cost than all other alternatives. 

• In the vehicle access analysis, both Alternatives 2 (Dravus Street Bridge) and Alternative 3 (Lower 
Magnolia Bridge) were found to have routes with estimated travel times that exceeded one-hour which 
represents a high risk of unacceptable delays to the traveling public and would potentially require 
additional mitigation, if these alternatives moved forward. 

• Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge), Alternative 2 (Dravus Street Bridge), and Alternative 4 (In-Kind 
Replacement) include components that would impact the hillside below Thorndyke Avenue W which 
presents some level of risk to the project in terms of construction and long-term roadway stability. 

• Both Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) and Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) consistently performed 
best in most scenarios; although the better performing alternative swapped depending on the weighting 
of the criteria. 

Looking closer at Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) and Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement), these results 
indicate that: 

• Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) typically performed better than Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) 
in terms of cost, access to the Smith Cove Waterfront, and Construction Duration and Impacts. 

• Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) typically performed better than Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) 
in terms of mobility and access, environmental impacts, and community support. 

• Alternative 1 (Armory Way Bridge) scored lowest in terms of environmental impacts and community 
support. 

• Alternative 4 (In-Kind Replacement) scored lowest in terms of cost and construction duration and 
impacts. 
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Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project - Purpose and Goals 


The original Magnolia Bridge Replacement Type, Size, and Location (TS&L) Study (HNTB, July 2007) 
documented the purpose and goals for that project. These were developed in conjunction with the 
Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) and community as part of that process. The goals were 
used to create criteria by which the original 25 alignment alternatives were screened. The original 
purpose and goals were reviewed and revised with the Stakeholder Advisory Committee in May 2017. 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Magnolia Bridge Replacement Project is to replace the existing Magnolia Bridge 
structure, approaches, and related arterial connections with facilities that maintain convenient and 
reliable vehicular and non-motorized access between the Magnolia community and the rest of the City of 
Seattle. Because the existing bridge provides the only public vehicular access to the land between North 
Bay, also referred to as Terminal 91, Smith Cove Park, and Elliott Bay Marina, the project purpose also 
includes maintenance of access to these areas. 

Project Goals 

A. Provide a safe route(s) to Magnolia. 

B. Provide reliable and redundant access to and from Magnolia. 

C. Provide a route that is grade-separated from the BNSF Mainline railroad tracks. 

D. Provide a route that will support Magnolia Village businesses. 

E. Maintain or improve traffic flow on, and connections to, the 15th Avenue W corridor. 

F. Maintain or improve access between Magnolia and the Smith Cove waterfront. 

G. Maintain or improve access to Terminal 91. 

H. Improve the level of bicycle and pedestrian connections within and beyond the project area. 

I. Consider Sound Transit's future light rail extension project when planning new routes. 

J. Consider cost-effective alternatives. 

K. Minimize or mitigate environmental impacts. 

L. Minimize disruption during construction. 


-1- 


November 10, 2018 
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Technical Memorandum 


To Wes Ducey, SDOT Project Manager 

Lisa Reid, PE, PMP/SCJ Alliance 

Marni C Heffron, PE, PTOE/Heffron Transportation Inc. 
Date March 27, 2019 

Project Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 

Subject Component Analysis Summary 


Many potential alternatives are being considered to replace the existing Magnolia Bridge. These alternatives are 
comprised of many components that could be mixed and matched to create dozens of alternatives that replace 
the existing Magnolia Bridge functionality. Because it is not feasible within the study budget or schedule to 
evaluate all of these potential combinations, the project team has performed a "Component Analysis" to 
provide information that can then be used to determine the trade-offs of the various components and package 
components into alternatives which can be carried forward into the next phase of analysis. 

1. Introduction to Component Analysis 

For the Component Analysis, there are ten basic components being evaluated. Some of the components have 
several route options (e.g., 2A or 2B). Only one of these options would be needed in any alternative. Likewise, 
some of the components provide similar function (e.g., 4 or 5), but could have different geometric 
considerations due to nearby land uses or other constraints. 

The individual components, including route options, are shown in Figure 1. For the Component Analysis, they 
were categorized into four groups: 

♦ Southern Components: 

♦ Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way (Component 7) 

♦ Alaskan Way Connector (Component 8) 

♦ East Uplands Perimeter Road (Component 9) 

♦ Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23 rd Ave W (Component 10) 

♦ Central Components 

♦ Armory Way Bridge (Components 5A and 5B) 

♦ Wheeler St Bridge (Components 4A and 4B) 

♦ Northern Components 

♦ Dravus Street Improvements (Component 3) 

♦ Western Components 

♦ West Uplands Perimeter Road (Component 1) 

♦ Magnolia Connector (Components 2A and 2B) 
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♦ New Bridge Port Connector (Components 6A, 6B, 6C, and 6D) 

As a part of the Component Analysis, each component group was evaluated for traffic operations and geometric 
feasibility. The following chapters summarize the analysis and findings by component group, making 
recommendations about which components and configurations are viable for packaging into alternatives and 
moving forward in the next phase of analysis. 

2. Component Analysis Methodology 

2.1. Traffic Volume Forecasts 

Future traffic volumes have been forecasted for two conditions that bracket the lowest and highest potential 
traffic volumes for each component. The methodology used to develop the 2035 traffic volume forecasts is 
documented in a separate Technical Memorandum. 1 The conditions used for the Component Analysis include: 

♦ Year 2035 Baseline Traffic Volumes - These volumes assume that the existing travel patterns would 
remain the same in the future (meaning that Magnolia Bridge traffic would continue to use that bridge). 
Even though this is not a realistic scenario given the state of the Magnolia Bridge, it reflects the potential 
lowest volume of traffic that would be on any of the possible components. 

♦ Year 2035 No Action and Action Traffic Volumes - These volumes assume that the Magnolia Bridge has 
been closed, and all traffic must divert either to existing routes (No Action Alternative) or to a future 
replacement alternative (Action). For any of the components, the condition that would result in the 
potential highest volume of traffic was used in the analysis. 

Sensitivity analyses were performed assuming incremental-stepped growth between the lowest and highest 
traffic volume conditions. For some of the components, the analysis assumed 20% increments of the differential 
between the low and high-volume conditions; for other conditions, the volumes changed depending on the 
function served by the component. This incremental analysis provided information about whether a component 
could accommodate all or only part of the expected volume. If the latter, it indicates that the component must 
be paired with other components to achieve a fully-functional alternative. 

2.2. Traffic Operations Analysis 

Traffic operations analyses were performed for each traffic volume increment using the Synchro 10.1 analysis 
software. For some of the components, an initial configuration and modified configurations were tested to 
determine the potential benefits of different geometric layouts, and to determine the configuration that may be 
needed to accommodate the worst-case volumes. After the components are packaged to create alternatives, 
additional traffic operations analysis will be performed to assess the optimal configuration and to assess other 
metrics such as travel times. 


1 Heffron Transportation, Inc., Magnolia Bridge Long-Term Replacement Study, Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic 

Forecasts and Operations, February 15, 2019 
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Figure 1. All Individual Components 
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2.3. Geometric Feasibility Analysis 


In tandem with the traffic operations analysis, we tested components for geometric feasibility looking at 
roadway horizontal layouts including cross-section widths, turn radii, ROW impacts, ability to move freight, and 
pedestrian and bicycle connections; and vertical profiles including grades, sight distance, and required 
clearances. In some cases, the results of the traffic operations analysis informed the design requirements, 
especially at intersection locations. If a component was found to be both operationally and geometrically 
feasible, it is a viable component to include in alternatives for the following phase of analysis. 

3. Southern Components Analysis 



Figure 2. Southern Components: Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way (7), Alaskan Way Connector (8), 
East Uplands Perimeter Road (9), and Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23rd Ave W (10) 


3.1. Operational Analysis for Southern Components 

The southernmost components could be combined in many ways that provide different functionality, affecting 
who would be served and the travel routes used. For the purpose of the Component Analysis, Components 7, 8, 
and 9 were evaluated using four different combinations/operating scenarios (including the baseline scenario). 
These are summarized in Table 1. Component 10 was added to the set after the initial evaluation at the request 
of community stakeholders and was evaluated separately. 
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Table 1. Southern Component Operating Scenarios Evaluated 


Baseline - The existing Magnolia Bridge is removed, and no long-term mitigations are implemented. All Magnolia Bridge 
traffic rerouted to the W Dravus St or W Emerson PI crossings. All Elliot Bay Park, Terminal 91, and Smith Cove Cruise 
traffic must use the Galer Flyover to reach sites west of the BNSF Railway tracks. 


Scenario 1 - Components 7+8 with eastbound only on Garfield 
Street ramp. All Magnolia Bridge traffic would continue to use W 
Dravus St or W Emerson PI crossings. Component 7 retains the 
Magnolia Bridge segments that stretch from the Galer Flyover to just 
west of 15 th Ave W, and rebuild the segments to the west. The Garfield 
Street ramp would be one-way eastbound only and the Garfield Street 
Bridge over 15 th Ave W would be one-way westbound only. A new 
connection (Component 8) to Alaskan Way would connect the new 
bridge segment to Alaskan Way and Terminal 91. Inbound Terminal 91 
and cruise terminal traffic arriving from the north would need to turn left 
at the Galer Flyover/Elliott Ave W intersection. Outbound traffic could 
split between the Galer Flyover and new ramp based on destination. 



Scenario 2 - Same as Scenario 1, but with two-way Garfield Street 
ramp. All Magnolia Bridge traffic would continue to use W Dravus St or 
W Emerson PI crossings. Like scenario 1, except the ramp at W 
Garfield St would have two-way traffic (similar to the existing 
configuration). Inbound Terminal 91, Elliott Bay Park, and Smith Cove 
Cruise Terminal traffic from the south would continue to use the Galer 
Flyover, but inbound traffic from the north would be able to turn right to 
the two-way ramp at W Garfield St With this routing, it was assumed 
that the southbound left-turn movement at the Elliott Way W / Galer 
Flyover intersection could be eliminated. 



l^+v, Avl£ vJ 


Scenario 3 - Components 7,8 and 9 with two-way Garfield Street 
ramp and two-way East Uplands Perimeter Road. The same as 
Scenario 2, but with the addition of a roadway along the east side of 
the Uplands Port property that provides two-way access to Magnolia. 
The westbound Magnolia traffic coming from the south would use the 
Galer Flyover/Magnolia Bridge ramp and the perimeter road, while the 
traffic coming from the north would use the two-way W Garfield St 
ramp. Eastbound Magnolia traffic would access 15 th Ave W using the 
two-way ramp at W Garfield St. 
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Scenario 4 - Same as Scenario 3, but with a one-way westbound 
East Uplands Perimeter Road. Like Scenario 3, except the Upland 
perimeter road would be one-way westbound (northbound). This 
scenario only provides inbound access to the Magnolia neighborhood 
(if combined with Component 2A or 2B). Eastbound (outbound) 
Magnolia traffic would use alternative crossings further to the north. 
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3.1.1. Traffic Volume Assumptions for Components 7 through 9 


Because the various operating conditions could affect the Galer Flyover, five intersections were evaluated for 
the southern Component Analysis: 

♦ Galer Flyover/ Elliott Ave W 

♦ W Galer St/15 th Ave W 

♦ W Garfield St / 15 th Ave W 

♦ Galer Flyover/Alaskan Way W 

♦ Alaskan Way W / Magnolia Bridge Ramp (proposed with Component 7). 

All preexisting intersections were modeled with configurations that match existing geometries, with the one 
addition of a traffic signal at the Galer Flyover / Alaskan Way W intersection (to be built by Expedia). The 
proposed Alaskan Way W / Magnolia Bridge Ramp intersection was modeled with a signal and a similar 
geometric configuration to the Galer Flyover / Alaskan Way W intersection. 

Unlike the analysis for the other components, the traffic volumes that might use these components are related 
to the trip generation for the primary destinations that could be reached: Elliott Bay Park, Terminal 91, and the 
Smith Cove Cruise Terminal. Year 2035 traffic volume estimates for those destinations were assumed for 
Scenarios 1 or 2 and were assigned according to the most direct access route. Scenarios 3 and 4 with either a 
two-way or one-way connection to Magnolia were modelled with the worst-case traffic for Magnolia. It is noted 
that all the conditions assume a peak cruise day with two large ships at Terminal 91. 

3.1.2. Operational Analysis Results for Components 7 through 9 

The analysis results were charted to show the potential range of intersection delay associated with the various 
scenarios described above. Figure 3 shows intersection delays at key intersections during the AM peak hour; 
Figure 4 shows intersection delays at key intersections during the PM peak hour. Each scenario features 
optimized signal timing and phasing, with the cycle lengths in the 15 th Ave W corridor held to 150 seconds. 
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■ Baseline 

■ Scenario 1 - Components 7 & 8 (1-way ramp) 

■ Scenario 2 - Components 7 & 8 (2-way ramp) 
® Scenario 3 - Components 7, 8. & 9 

■ Scenario 4 - Components 7, 8 r & 9 {WB Only) 
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gure 3. Total Intersection Delays with Two Cruise Ships at Terminal 91 - AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4. Comparison of Total Intersection Delays - PM Peak Hour 


SDOT ♦ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 


2019-0327 | 7 of 34 































































3.1.3. Queue Analysis for Components 7 through 9 

In addition to intersection delays, the analysis also assessed queue lengths. Table 2 presents the queue lengths 
for three significant movements: the southbound left-turn movement at Galer Flyover / Elliott Ave W, the 
eastbound through-left turn movement at W Garfield St / 15 th Ave W, and the left turn coming off the Magnolia 
Bridge ramp (eastbound left) at the newly constructed intersection on Alaskan Way W. 


Table 2. Intersection 95th Percentile Queue Lengths (in feet)-AM and PM Peak Hours 



SBL @ Galer 
Flyover/Elliott Ave W 

EBL@W Garfield St/ 
15 th Ave W 

EBL @ Alaskan Way W/ 
Bridge Segment Ramp 

Scenario 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

Baseline 

1625 

309 

1 

0 

1 

0 

Scenario 1 (1-way ramp) 

1625 

331 

125 

701 

48 

36 

Scenario 2 (2-way ramp) 

n/a 

n/a 

125 

701 

72 

36 

Scenario 3 

n/a 

n/a 

270 

869 

382 

910 

Scenario 4 (WB Only) 

n/a 

n/a 

125 

651 

279 

887 


Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., March 2018. Queue calculated using Synchro 10.1. The “n/a” symbol denotes a movement no longer exists with the 
analysis scenario. All conditions assume two cruise ships at Terminal 91. 

3.1.4. Operational Analysis for Component 10 

Component 10 would create an elevated connection in the footprint of the existing Magnolia Bridge that 
connects between 15 th Ave W and 23 rd Ave W (there would be no connection to Magnolia). Component 10 
would also eliminate the need for Component 1 (the West Uplands Perimeter Road). So the analysis assumes 
that Component 10 would provide all access to Smith Cove, and be used by 85% of Terminal 91 traffic and 70% 
of Smith Cove Cruise Terminal traffic. The remaining Terminal 91 and Smith Cove Cruise Terminal traffic would 
use the Galer Flyover along with all of the Elliott Bay Park traffic. 

With Component 10, it is expected that the W Garfield St / 15th Ave W intersection would operate a LOS F 
during both the AM and PM peak hours. The Galer Flyover / 15th Ave W intersection would operate a LOS F 
during the AM peak hour and LOS C during the PM peak hour. In the AM peak hour, the queue of vehicles 
waiting to turn left from 15th Ave W to the Galer Flyover would exceed 850 feet and block an adjacent through 
lane. The queue in the eastbound through-left turn lane at the W Garfield St / 15 th Ave W intersection would 
exceed 600 feet during the PM peak hour without any further intersection improvements. 

3.2. Geometric Feasibility Analysis for Southern Components 

3.2.1. Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way (Component 7) 

This component has been determined to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout 
are described below and shown in Figure 5: 

♦ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 25 mph 
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♦ SDOT's Proposed Streets Illustrated Classification. Industrial Access 

♦ Cross-section. Construct a new structure over BNSF to the west of 15 th Ave W and loop down to Alaskan 
Way. One (12') WB lane would be constructed from 15 th Ave W and merge into westbound lane at top of 
bridge. One (12') EB lane will loop up the ramp from Alaskan and widen to 2 lanes (both 12') over BNSF 
and down to an at grade connection at 15 th Ave W. All travel lanes reduce to 11' before the horizontal 
curve that declines to Alaskan Way. Five-foot bike lanes are included on each side of the new structure 
alignment as Magnolia Bridge is listed in the City's bike route map. 

♦ Layout. Grade and curvature would mimic the layout of the existing Galer St. flyover to the south. There 
would be approximately 100' to the east of the retaining walls on the loop ramp which the Port of Seattle 
could use to move people and goods north-south within their secured property. 

♦ Profile. Grade needed to tie into the existing structure over 15 th Ave W is 6.25%; slightly higher than the 
6% maximum typically used for freight without a reduction in speed anticipated. Structure depth 
assumption is to match existing (6' feet). Maintains a minimum clearance of 23.5' over BNSF and 20.0' 
over Alaskan Way. 



Figure 5. Component 7 Layout 


3.2.2. Alaskan Way Connector (Component 8) 

This component has been determined to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout 
are described below and shown in Figure 6: 

♦ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 30 mph 

♦ SDOT's Proposed Streets Illustrated Classification. Industrial Access 

♦ Cross-section. One lane in each direction (both 11') with curb and gutter on both sides. Sidewalks and 
bike lanes are not included due to proximity of the existing multi-use path, which would be 
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reconstructed and relocated to the east side of Alaskan Way with a crossing back to existing alignment 
on west side at or south of T-91 East Gate. 

♦ Layout. Coordinated with the design of Component 7 and travels under that component's BNSF 
overpass. Includes the redesign of the current intersection of Alaskan Way with the Port of Seattle's 
East Gate Access road and incorporates the layout of the existing multi-use path into its design. Ties 
into the existing Port of Seattle gate and requires a second gate be added on Alaskan Way to the 
north to secure entry into the Port's facilities. 

♦ Profile. Grades typically match existing. Maintains a minimum clearance of 20.0' under new Component 
7 bridge over BNSF. 



Figure 6. Component 8 Layout 


3.2.3. East Uplands Perimeter Road (Component 9) 

Due to proximity to existing structures and railroad spurs, Component 9 would have significant impacts to Port 
operations. For this reason, an East Uplands Perimeter Road is geometrically infeasible. Details and results of the 
preliminary layout are described below and shown in Figure 7: 

♦ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 35 mph 
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♦ SDOT's Proposed Streets Illustrated Classification. Minor Industrial Access 

♦ Cross-section. One lane in each direction (both 11') with curb and gutter on both sides. Sidewalks and 
bike lanes are not included due to proximity of the existing multi-use path on the east side, which is 
assumed to remain in generally the same location. Roadway cross-section consists of a crowned roadway 
with 2% cross slopes and a 4% super in horizontal curves. 

♦ Layout. Existing multi-use path to the east of the alignment has been left in place and incorporated into 
the design to reduce the footprint where possible and its layout enables the existing BNSF path bridge 
along the east side of the road to stay in place, if desired. The shared-use path crosses at an intersection 
on the north side of the Port of Seattle property to tie into the sidewalk alongside Component 2A. This 
multi-use path also ties into the existing path south of Component 8. The geometry does not physically 
impact any existing structures; however, its proximity to existing structures would likely make existing 
building access and truck loading at adjacent warehouse docks difficult and would make existing railroad 
spur unusable resulting in an infeasible finding for this component. The 25' excavation clearance required 
(BNSF standards) from the centerline of the outermost track may require some deviation or shoring to 
protect existing grades. Florizontal curves have been kept well above the minimum needed to maintain 
normal crown on the 4% super-elevation chart, enabling profile to match the existing grade. 

♦ Profile. Grades are relatively flat through this component due to the existing graded pavement area it 
follows. 



Figure 7. Component 9 Layout 


3.2.4. Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23 rd Ave W (Component 10) 


This component has been determined to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout 
are described below and shown in Figure 8: 

♦ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 35 mph 

♦ SDOT's Proposed Streets Illustrated Classification. Urban Center Connector 

♦ Cross-section. One lane in each direction (both 11'). Includes 5' bike lanes on each side of the new 
alignment to accommodate bicycle traffic as Magnolia Bridge is listed in the City's bike route map. 

♦ Layout. Would build a new structure in the alignment of the existing Magnolia Bridge from the point 
where it crosses 15th Ave W to the west over BNSF and to the point where it crosses over the center Port 
of Seattle's north-south access road just west of Anthony's and then extend ramps down to 23rd Ave W 
on the west and down to 15 th Ave W on the east. Does not include any access to the Port of Seattle's 
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Main Gate, now located in the center of the Magnolia Bridge. While the design could include an elevated 
connection to the Anthony's truck loading dock (now accessed from the Magnolia Bridge), temporary 
replacement of that truck loading facility would be required during the period between Magnolia Bridge 
demolition and completion of the new structure. 

♦ Profile. Grade needed to tie into the existing structure over 15th Ave W is 6.25%; slightly higher than the 
6% maximum typically used for freight without a reduction in speed anticipated. Structure depth 
assumed to match existing (6'). Maintains a clearance of 23.5' over BNSF and the Port's north-south road 
in and out of the Smith Cove Cruise Terminal. 



Figure 8. Component 10 Layout 


3.3. Summary of Key Findings for Southern Components 

The Component Analysis for of these southern intersections revealed several key findings that inform potential 
alignment alternatives: 

♦ Components 7 and 8 (w/ two-way ramp access at W Garfield St) improve corridor operations. 

Operations in this section of 15 th Ave W improve when the southbound left-turn movement at the Galer 
Flyover can be eliminated. This improvement is most pronounced during the AM peak hour, when total 
intersection delay at the Galer Flyover / Elliott Ave W intersection is reduced by more than 75%. 
Flowever, the existing eastbound approach at W Garfield St may struggle to accommodate the left¬ 
turning vehicles during the PM peak hour, when reported queue lengths exceed 700 feet. A new access 
point at the north end of Terminal 91 (Component 2A or 2B) that can serve Terminal 91 trips would 
reduce the strain on this movement. 

♦ Component 9 is not geometrically feasible. 

♦ Components 7 and 8 improve operations at the west end of the Galer Flyover. These two components 
provide operational benefits to the Elliott/15 th Ave W corridor by providing another point of access to 
Terminal 91 and Smith Cove Cruise Terminal traffic other than the Galer Flyover. If the components can 
also serve Elliott Bay Park traffic arriving from the north, then the southbound left turn to the Galer 
Flyover could be prohibited. This provides the largest benefit to the Elliott/15 th corridor. The benefits are 
most pronounced during the PM peak hour (when the southbound left turn would otherwise cross the 
high northbound through traffic on the corridor) and during mornings with cruise ship operations. It is 
noted that some of these benefits would be realized with Component 10, but that option would not 
serve Elliott Bay Park traffic, so the southbound left turn movement to the Galer Flyover would need to 
remain. 

♦ Components 7, 8, and 10 are geometrically feasible. 
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Based on the analysis, the Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way and the Alaskan Way Extension 
(Components 7 and 8) and the Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23 rd Ave W (Component 10) will be carried forward 
to the alternatives analysis. Specifically, both Magnolia Bridge Segment options (Components 7 and 10) should 
have two-way access on the Garfield Street ramp. 

Due to significant impact to Port of Seattle operations, the East Uplands Perimeter Road (Component 9) is not 
recommended for further consideration and will not be carried forward to the alternatives analysis. 

4. Central Components 



Figure 9. Central Components: Wheeler St Bridge (4A and 4B) and Armory Way Bridge (5A and 5B) 


4.1. Operational Analysis of Central Components 


The two components central components would have a similar function, which would create a new grade- 
separated crossing of the BNSF Railway tracks between the 15 th Ave W corridor and Thorndyke Ave W. Traffic 
that may choose to use either route would be similar. Five different operating scenarios were evaluated for 
these components: 

♦ Scenario 1 - Wheeler Street at-grade intersection at 15 th Ave W (Component 4A): All Magnolia Bridge 
traffic would be rerouted to a new roadway in the W Wheeler St alignment and structure over the BNSF 
tracks. The roadway would intersect 15 th Ave W with a conventional surface intersection. 

♦ Scenario 2 - Armory Way at-grade intersection at 15th Ave W (Component 5A): All Magnolia Bridge 
traffic would be rerouted to a new roadway in the Armory Way alignment and structure over the BNSF 
tracks. The roadway would intersect 15th Ave W with a conventional surface intersection. 
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♦ Scenario 3 - Wheeler / Armory Couplet (Component 4A + 5A): The eastbound and westbound Magnolia 
Bridge traffic would be split to the two new one-way structures described above. The westbound traffic 
would be routed to W Wheeler St, and the eastbound traffic would be routed to Armory Way. Both 
routes would intersect 15 th Ave W at conventional surface intersections. 

♦ Scenario 4 - Wheeler Street Flyover (Component 4B): An elevated overpass would be built to serve the 
northbound-to-westbound movements so that they do not turn left from 15 th Ave W. The overpass 
would utilize Gilman Dr W as part of its ramp, looping right from 15 th Ave W to Gilman Drive W and then 
right again onto a new overpass in the W Wheeler St alignment. Eastbound traffic would intersect 15 th 
Ave W at a conventional at-grade intersection. 

♦ Scenario 5 - Armory Way Flyover (Component 5B): An elevated overpass would be built to serve the 
northbound-to-westbound movements so that they do not turn left from 15 th Ave W. The overpass 
would rise from the center lanes on 15 th Ave W and pass over southbound traffic. 

4.1.1. Operational Analysis Results for Central Components 

The analysis results were plotted to show the potential range of intersection delay associated with the various 
scenarios described above. Figure 10 shows intersection delays at the W Wheeler St / 15 th Ave W intersection; 
Figure 11 shows results for the W Armory Way / 15 th Ave W intersection. The basic scenarios assume limited 
changes to the existing intersection configuration (single northbound left turn lane, and two-lane approach 
eastbound on the side street). The "Mitigated" scenarios include a second northbound left-turn lane and a three 
lane eastbound approach (one left-turn lane, one thru-left-turn lane, and one right-turn lane). 



Total Number of Entering Vehicles 

Figure 10. W Armory Way / 15th Ave W Intersection Delay with Various Scenarios 

Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., March 2018. Note: The maximum volume for the Couplet is less than for other scenarios since only one direction of traffic 

would use Wheeler Street. 
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Total Number of Entering Vehicles 

Figure 11. W Armory Way / 15th Ave W Intersection Delay with Various Scenarios 

Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., March 2018. Note: The maximum volume for the Couplet is less than for other scenarios since only one direction of 
Magnolia-bound traffic would use Armory Way. The maximum volume for the Armory Overpass is also less since northbound left-turn traffic would not go through 

the at-grade intersection. 


4.1.2. Queue Analysis for Central Components 

Another key metric is the length of the northbound left turn queue approaching each intersection. This was 
tested for the W Wheeler St intersection, which is further away from nearby intersections (1,015 feet) that may 
affect queue model results. The queue lengths would be similar at Armory Way; however, it has less available 
storage space (about 540 feet) between it and the next closest signalized intersection. Figure 12 illustrates the 
results of the queue analysis for the Wheeler Street Bridge (at-grade intersection treatment). 
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Figure 12. W Wheeler St / 15th Ave W - Northbound Queue Lengths 


Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., March 2018. Queue calculated using Synchro 10.1. The 95% queue length calculations account for upstream metering. The 
symbol denotes results when the lane group's vie >1 and the actual queue length may be longer than the reported value. 


4.2. Geometric Analysis of Central Components 

4.2.1. Wheeler Street Bridge (Components 4A and 4B) 

Both Component 4A, Wheeler Street Bridge with an at-grade intersection at Wheeler and 15 th Ave W and 
Component 4B, Wheeler Street Bridge with a hook to Gilman Dr W and a grade-separated intersection at 
Wheeler and 15 th Ave W, were found to be geometrically infeasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout 
of each component are described below and Component 4B is shown in Figure 13 below. 

♦ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 25 mph 

♦ SDOT's Proposed Streets Illustrated Classification. Urban Center Connector 

♦ Cross-section. One lane in each direction (both 11') with curb and gutter and a 10' multi-use path on the 
south side of the road. 

♦ Layout of 4A. The layout of Component 4A includes an at-grade intersection at Wheeler and 15 th Ave W. 
There is approximately 1,015' available for NB left turn storage and the queue length needed exceeds 
this which indicates a dual-left turn would be needed. However, there is not enough width available for a 
dual NB left-turn pocket; therefore. Component 4A was found to be geometrically infeasible. 

♦ Layout of 4B. The layout of Component 4B requires a very tightly skewed right-turn onto Gilman Drive W 
that increases significantly in grade as you proceed southeast on Gilman. This turn cannot be designed to 
accommodate trucks with the combined skew and grade differential. In addition, the slow speeds 
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necessary to accommodate the right-turning traffic would back up NB 15 th Ave W significantly. Therefore, 
Component 4B was found to be geometrically infeasible. 


C 



Figure 13. Component 4B Layout 


4.2.2. Armory Way Bridge (Components 5A and 5B) 

Component 5A, which turns from NB 15 th Ave W to Armory Way at an at-grade intersection was found to be 
geometrically infeasible. Component 5B, which turns from NB 15 th Ave W to Armory Way via a grade-separated 
flyover to Armory Way was found to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout of 
each component are described below and Component 5B is shown in Figure 14: 

♦ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 35 mph 

♦ SDOT's Proposed Streets Illustrated Classification. Industrial Access 

♦ Cross-section. One lane in each direction (12' elevated, 11' at-grade) with curb and gutter and a 10' 
multi-use path on the south side of the road. In addition, Armory Way includes one lane WB and one lane 
EB widening to two lanes EB at 15 th Ave W (these tuck under some of the elevated structure carrying 
traffic over BNSF). 

♦ Layout of 5A. The layout of Component 5A includes an at-grade intersection at Armory Way and 15 th Ave 
W. There is insufficient length between Armory Way and the turn into Whole Foods to the south to 
provide this required queue length and there is also insufficient width to make this a dual left-turn. 
Therefore, Component 4A was found to be geometrically infeasible. 

♦ Layout and Profile of 5B along 15 th Ave W. The layout of Component 5B includes a grade-separated left- 
turn flyover to an elevated structure over Armory Way from NB 15 th Ave W to WB Armory Way. The NB 
to WB movement onto the Armory way elevated structure weaves under a potential Sound Transit LRT 
structure and then increases in grade so that it would go over the SB 15 th Ave W lanes with 20' of 
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clearance underneath. This Component would require widening of the existing travelled way on 15th Ave 
W but would not have significant impacts to buildings alongside the street. Approximately 1,000 L.F. of a 
NB bus-only / right-turn only lane on 15th Ave W would be eliminated and replaced with a general 
through-lane in between Armory Way S and roughly 100' south of W Howe St. A 10' width was assumed 
for the protected median on 15th Ave W. This accounts for 5' diameter columns and vertical back barrier 
on the NB and SB sides. 

♦ Layout and Profile of 5B along Armory Way. The alignment along Armory way includes both elevated 
lanes and at-grade lanes for business access. One WB lane is elevated from 15th Ave W all the way to 
Thorndyke, with a ramp down to at-grade Armory Way to provide business access to vehicles that have 
turned onto Armory from NB 15th Ave W. One EB lanes enters the west end of Armory elevated on the 
same structure as WB traffic and then drops down to grade mid-way down Armory Way. There is one 
lane in each direction (WB and EB) at-grade, adjacent to and partially under the elevated structure to 
provide business access. The WB at-grade lane merges with the ramp down from the elevated ramp and 
continues to a turn-around provided under the elevated structure at the eastern end of Armory Way to 
allow at-grade traffic to turn around and access businesses on both sides of Armory Way. The EB at-grade 
lanes extends from the turn-around to 15th Ave W and is joined by the EB lane from the elevated 
structure, providing two EB lanes at 15th Ave W. There is a 10' multi-use path along the south side of 
Armory Way, there is one section that is reduced to 9' to avoid impacts to existing structures. 

♦ Layout and Profile of 5B over BNSF and to Thorndyke. The elevated Armory Way structure continues 
from the east end of existing Armory Way over the BNSF tracks near the old city right-of-way and 
continues elevated to Thorndyke Ave W. There are minor Impacts to the golf course on the east side of 
the BNSF tracks if the crossing of BNSF is constructed perpendicularly to the tracks. These could be 
reduced or avoided as designed where Armory crosses BNSF at a skew. The diagonal crossing would span 
approximately 480 LF over the tracks at an approximate 42° angle. 

♦ Structure Depth. 6' 

♦ Other Considerations. The proposed alignment down Armory runs along the path of existing utility poles 
that are assumed to eventually be installed underground. A new Self Storage building has been 
constructed on the south side of Armory Way and was considered with this layout (shown in light blue in 

Figure 14, Figure 15, and Figure 16). 
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Figure 14. Component 5B Layout - West 
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Figure 16. Component 5B Layout - East 


4.3. Summary of Key Findings for Central Components 

The Component Analysis for Wheeler and Armory Way revealed several key findings that inform potential 
alignment alternatives: 

♦ The critical movement that affects operations is the northbound left turn movement from 15th Ave W 
towards Magnolia. This movement to the Magnolia Bridge is currently accommodated by a right-turn 
off-ramp and bridge over 15th Ave W. Putting the movement at a traditional at-grade intersection would 
result in substantial queues on 15th Ave W. The queue storage potential is greatest at W Wheeler St, 
which is located about 1,015 feet from the next closest signalized intersection. Armory Way has much 
less queue storage space, with about 550 feet to the next closest intersection. Given the need to 
accommodate a queue, a dual left turn lane would be needed to serve the northbound traffic destined to 
Magnolia. This feature is not geometrically feasible. 

♦ Left turn overpass improves operations, but not if it uses Gilman Dr W. The volume of northbound-to- 
westbound traffic can be served by an overpass. However, if the overpass is located at Gilman Drive W 
(as in Scenario 4), that traffic must travel north on 15th Ave W through both the W Armory Way and W 
Wheeler St intersections, affecting traffic operations at those intersections. The volume is high enough 
that it may require an additional northbound lane (or use of the transit lane). The loop to Gilman Dr W 
was deemed to be geometrically infeasible. Access to an overpass south of Armory Way would have 
fewer conflicts on the corridor. 
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♦ Eastbound traffic will require added lane capacity at 15th Ave W intersection. Wherever eastbound 
traffic rejoins 15th Ave W, the design should consider three eastbound lanes to provide for dual left-turn 
lane and a single right-turn lane. 

♦ Components 5B is geometrically feasible. Although Component 5B includes some very complicated 
alignments, it appears to be feasible to construct within the Armory Way corridor. Further design and 
stakeholder considerations need to be explored as the project proceeds. 

Based on the operational and geometric analysis, only the Armory Way Bridge with an elevated northbound on- 
ramp (Component 5B) will be carried forward to the alternatives analysis. 

5. Northern Component 



Figure 17. Northern Component: Dravus Street (3) 


SDOT ♦ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 


2019-0327 | 21 of 34 






5.1. Operational Analysis of Northern Component 

The Dravus Street Component would include upgrading the interchange at W Dravus St/15 th Ave W (to be 
referred to as the Dravus Interchange). This example compares the existing "tight-diamond" configuration that 
has two sets of on/off ramps to a configuration that would create a modified Single-Point Urban Interchange 
(SPUI) that includes pedestrian crossings on all four approaches plus transit bypass lanes on the on and off¬ 
ramps (transit buses exit the 15 th Ave W corridor, stop on the ramps for passengers, and then return to 15 th Ave 
W). 

The Dravus Interchange was evaluated to determine if it could be improved to accommodate all traffic that 
needs to cross the BNSF Railway tracks. The worst-case volumes assume that the Magnolia Bridge is closed and 
all traffic must divert to alternative routes, with the majority of that traffic diverting to W Dravus St Analysis was 
performed for both sets of volumes as well as for four intermediate conditions that reflect 20% increments of 
the differential between the low and high-volume conditions. 

5.1.1. Operational Analysis Results for Dravus Interchange 

Operations analysis was performed assuming that the Dravus Interchange would be rebuilt as a SPUI, as 
described above. Various lane configurations for the SPUI were tested. The No Action condition assumed the 
short-term improvements recommended in the Magnolia Bridge Emergency Closure Study, which for this 
interchange would implement a dual-left turn at the northbound off-ramp and upgrading the signal system. The 
results of the incremental analysis and different geometric conditions are summarized in Figure 19. 



Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., February 2018 
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5.1.2. Operational and Geometric Analysis for W Dravus St/20 th Ave W 
Intersection 

An operational and geometric analysis was performed for the Component 3 roadway network along Dravus 
Street that included the intersection with 20 th Ave W. The analysis included the following scenarios: 

♦ Scenario 1 - No changes to the existing intersection: The existing intersection would need to 
accommodate the increased traffic under the worst-case scenario without any improvements. 

♦ Scenario 2 - Protected eastbound/westbound left turns: The innermost eastbound and westbound 
lanes would be converted from shared thru-left-turn lanes to dedicated left-turn lanes with protected 
phasing. This improvement would carry forward to the following scenarios. 

♦ Scenario 3 - Additional eastbound/westbound lanes: Add an additional lane in both eastbound and 
westbound directions of travel. Both approaches would include one dedicated left-turn lane, a thru lane, 
and one shared thru-right-turn lane. This analysis considered adding split traffic control to permit a 
shared westbound thru-left-turn lane, but vehicular operations were better with the protected phasing. 

♦ Scenario 4- Dual northbound right-turn lanes: Extend the existing right-turn pocket and add a second 
dedicated right-turn lane. Northbound and southbound traffic control changed to split phasing. 

♦ Scenario 5 - Combine scenarios 3 and 4: Add both the additional eastbound/westbound lanes and the 
additional northbound right-turn lane. 

It is assumed that a two-way protected bicycle lane remains on the east side of the 20 th Ave W, which impacts 
operations by limiting the northbound right-turn movement. Table 3 presents the LOS results at the intersection 
with 20 th Ave W assuming the worst-case future traffic volumes that W Dravus St would carry all traffic that now 
uses the Magnolia Bridge. As shown, only Scenario 5 would achieve better than failing operations during both 
peak hours for this worst-case condition. Fewer auxiliary lanes would be needed if this component were paired 
with others that reduced the traffic load on W Dravus St. The existing structure over BNSF would require a 
widening of 12 ft to accommodate the new center lane that is needed to tie-in the additional left turn pocket 
needed for the Dravus Street intersections with 17 th Ave W and 20 th Ave W. 
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Table 3. Level of Service - W Dravus St and 20th Ave W Intersection - Worst-Case Traffic Volumes 



Scenario 1 

Scenario 2 

Scenario 3 

Scenario 4 

Scenario 5 

AM Peak Hour 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

Overall Intersection 

F 

>1,000 

F 

96.5 

E 

63.1 

D 

50.1 

D 

39.9 

Eastbound Approach 

E 

60.8 

F 

126.8 

E 

74.4 

F 

97.9 

D 

53.8 

Westbound Approach 

F 

>3,000 

D 

44.3 

D 

39.1 

C 

26.7 

C 

29.4 

Northbound Approach 

F 

257.3 

F 

122.7 

E 

69.5 

C 

28.0 

C 

27.9 

Southbound Approach 

F 

103.8 

F 

109.2 

F 

87.9 

F 

103.0 

E 

79.5 

PM Peak Hour 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

Overall Intersection 

F 

>1,000 

F 

170.8 

E 

70.6 

F 

172.0 

E 

61.3 

Eastbound Approach 

D 

37.7 

F 

89.2 

E 

76.1 

E 

78.2 

E 

66.9 

Westbound Approach 

F 

>1,500 

F 

219.4 

E 

64.2 

F 

202.6 

D 

49.3 

Northbound Approach 

F 

139.9 

E 

60.5 

E 

56.8 

D 

44.0 

C 

34.8 

Southbound Approach 

F 

272.0 

F 

219.8 

F 

105.9 

F 

321.8 

F 

132.5 


Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., July 2018. Assumes no other connections to Magnolia are constructed. 


5.2. Geometric Analysis for Northern Component 

5.2.1. Dravus Street Improvements (Component 3) 

This component has been determined to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout 
of each component are described below and in Figure 18 and Figure 19: 

♦ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, Dravus - 25 mph, 15 th Ave W - 30 mph 

♦ SDOT's Proposed Streets Illustrated Classification. Dravus - Neighborhood Corridor/Urban Access 
Connector, 15 th Ave W- Urban Center Connector. Intersection design is a low-speed SPUI at Dravus and 
15 th Ave W, modified to include thru movements required for buses and business access along the 
ramps. 

♦ Cross-section. All travel lanes are 11' wide. Dravus includes two 11' travel lanes both EB and WB 
from 20 th Ave W to 14 th Ave W, tapering down to one 11' lane each direction to the east of 14 th 
Ave W and to match existing. Along Dravus to the west of 20 th Ave W, one 11' WB lane and two 11' 

EB lanes taper into the existing one lane each direction after 22 nd Ave W. All roads include curb and 
gutter, and Dravus has a 5' bike lane and 6' sidewalks on both sides. The SPUI ramps are set at 14' 
to accommodate the turning paths of the larger WB-67 trucks with the SB On ramp having 1, NB 
Off ramp 2, SB Off ramp 1, and the NB On ramp 2. An additional 12' right turn/thru lane is include 
on the NB Off and SB Off ramps. Includes a 20' median area along 15 th Ave W for the placement of 
potential piers for Sound Transit LRT. Maintains three lanes NB and SB on 15 th Ave W. 

♦ Layout. Requires reconstruction and widening of the existing bridge over the BNSF railway tracks. SPUI 
layout includes new retaining walls along 15 th Ave W to maintain a small footprint and reduce impacts 
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along Dravus and 15 th Ave W. 

♦ Profile. Existing grade of Dravus conning into the SPUI from the east of the is extremely steep at ~14 %, 
while from the west grades are ~10 %. The design of the SPUI assumes that the grade of the new 
construction along Dravus will remain somewhere near existing because flattening the roadway would 
require the existing structures along Dravus to either be removed or costly retaining walls. 

♦ Structure Depth. 6' 

♦ Other Considerations. The SPUI impacts businesses on NE, SW, and SE corners of the intersection. 
Coordination of the design at 15 th Ave W with a potential Sound Transit LRT station includes 
pedestrian walkways to access a station over Dravus. 
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Figure 19. Component 3 Layout 
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5.3. Summary of Key Findings for Northern Component 


Several findings can be discerned from the analysis, including: 

♦ The SPUI improves operations at W Dravus St / 15 th Ave W. The existing Dravus Street Interchange with 
the short-term improvements would operate at LOS F conditions with even small amounts of traffic 
added to it. A SPUI with both improvements, two westbound left-turn lanes and three northbound lanes, 
is geometrically feasible but would still approach LOS F conditions under the worst-case volume 
conditions with Magnolia Bridge closed. This indicates that pairing this option with another component 
should be considered. 

♦ The Dravus corridor may require improvements. The Dravus Street corridor between 15 th Ave W and 
20 th Ave W will need to be improved if no additional Magnolia crossing is built. These improvements 
include additional lanes at the intersections with 17 th Ave W and 20 th Ave W and the widening of the 
BNSF crossing. 

♦ Component 3 is geometrically feasible. It is geometrically feasible to construct the SPUI at 15 th Ave W, 
widen the Dravus BNSF crossing, and expand the 17 th Ave W and 20 th Ave W intersections. These 
improvement would increase the infrastructure footprint along this corridor, but would improve 
operations considerably. 

Based on this analysis, Dravus Street Improvements (3) will be carried forward to the alternatives analysis. 

6. Western Components 



Figure 20. Western Components: West Upland Perimeter Road (1), Magnolia 
Connector (2A and 2B), and New Bridge Port Connector (6A, 6B, 6C, and 6D) 
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6.1. Operational Analysis for Western Components 

Operational analysis for these components was limited. The preference for 20 th Ave W (Component 2A) over 21 st 
Ave W (Component 2B) was largely based on geometric and land use considerations. Both options would require 
a new signal on Thorndyke Ave W; however, it should be noted that the intersection of Thorndyke Ave W and 
21 st Ave W is a complex, five-leg intersection which was expected to pose more challenges in processing traffic 
safely and efficiently when compared to the intersection of Thorndyke Ave W and 20 th Ave W. 

Components 6A and 6B are both ramp structures that are expected to be costly to construct. To determine their 
viability, the volume anticipated to use them was estimated to understand if the benefit justified the cost of 
construction. For the worst-case forecast, it was assumed that all traffic to/from Elliott Bay Marina and Smith 
Cove as well as less than 5% of the Port of Seattle traffic would use this connector in conjunction with either a 
new Wheeler Street Bridge or an Armory Way Bridge. The projected peak hour volume occurs in the PM with 
140 trips leaving and 80 trips entering the Port/Marina/Smith Cove for a total of 220 trips using this component 
during the PM peak period. The anticipated volume that would benefit from either ramp option would not 
justify the cost of constructing these elevated structures when a proximate access route is available via 
Thorndyke Ave W. Geometric Analysis for Western Components. 

6.1.1. West Upland Perimeter Road (Component 1) 

This component has been determined to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout 
of each component are described below and in Figure 21 and Figure 22: 

♦ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 30 mph 

♦ SDOT's Proposed Streets Illustrated Classification. Minor Industrial Access 

♦ Cross-section. One lane in each direction (both 11') with curb and gutter and an existing multi-use path 
to the west of the alignment. 

♦ Layout. Layout typically follows the existing multi-use path and will require stabilization of the western 
slope in order to avoid encroaching on Port of Seattle property.. Several horizontal curves have been 
flattened to meet design standards as needed. The additional costs required for slope stabilization offset 
the cost of right-of-way needed in order to avoid the slope. Note that the proposed layout will avoid a 
power substation on the north end of the Port of Seattle property. Elliot Bay Trail will tie into its existing 
path at the beginning and end of the alignment, including access to the soccer/recreation field on the 
southwest side of the Port. This layout is designed to connect with Components 10 and 2B or 2A. 

♦ Profile. The vertical profile of this layout is relatively flat with a maximum grade of 1.2% and minimal 
earthwork will be necessary because the existing pavement is already flat. The roadway cross section 
consists of crowned roadway with 2% cross slopes and 4% superelevation in horizontal curves. 
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Figure 21. Component 1 Layout South 



6.1.2. Magnolia Connector (Components 2A and 2B) 

Components 2A and 2B connect Components 1 and 9 to Thorndyke Ave W. Component 2A uses 20 th Ave W and 
Component 2B uses 21 st Ave W. Component 2B was eliminated from consideration because its need to 
accommodate freight traffic would be inconsistent with the existing residential land use, the EB to SB right-turn 
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from Thorndyke Ave W to 21 st Ave W has significant impacts, and because there is less available right-of-way 
than Component 2B which would adversely impact the parking on this residential Street. 

Component 2A was found to be geometrically feasible. Details and results of the preliminary layout is described 
below and is shown in Figure 23: 

♦ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 30 mph 

♦ SDOT's Proposed Streets Illustrated Classification. Minor Industrial Access 

♦ Cross-section. One lane SB and one lane NB (both 11'). NB lane includes a 3' buffer to a 10' multi-use 
path. Curb and gutter on both sides. 

♦ Layout. The layout typically follows the same alignment as existing 20 th Ave W. The existing multi¬ 
direction bike path running along the east side of Thorndyke Ave W will continue along the east side of 
this component in accordance with the City's bike route plan. 

♦ Profile. Profile grade is relatively flat for this component at ~3%. The roadway cross section consists of 
crowned roadway with 2% cross slopes and 4% superelevation in horizontal curves 

♦ Other Considerations. There are currently no impacts to the BNSF railway tracks with this layout. There 
are impacts to the existing parking spaces on the west side of the roadway, but this parking is currently 
within the City's right-of-way. 



Figure 23. Component 2A Layout 

6.1.3. New Bridge Port Connector (Components 6A, 6B, 6C, and 6D) 


Components 6A, 6B, and 6C connect to Component 2B which was determined to be geometrically infeasible in 
6.1.2 above and were not examined in more detail. Component 6D was found to be geometrically feasible. 
Details and results of the preliminary layout is described below and is shown in Figure 24: 


SDOT ♦ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 


2019-0327 | 30 of 34 


COMPONENT 











♦ Design vehicle and speed. WB-67 truck, 30 mph 

♦ • SDOT's Proposed Streets Illustrated Classification. Neighborhood Corridor 

♦ Cross-section. This component would match the existing curb-to-curb cross section of Thorndyke Ave W 
and tie into Component 2A. The roadway consists of one 11' lane in each direction, a 5' bike-lanes in 
each direction, curb and gutter, and 6' sidewalks on both sides. 

♦ Layout. The layout typically follows the same alignment as existing Thorndyke Ave W. 

♦ Profile. Grades typically match existing. The roadway cross section consists of crowned roadway with 2% 
cross slopes and 4% superelevation in horizontal curves. The EB to SB turn to Component 2A (20 th Ave W) 
accommodates the design vehicle and requires a retaining wall. 



Figure 24. Component 6D Layout 


6.2. Summary of Key Findings for Western Components 

Based primarily on geometric feasibility and considering land use impacts, the West Uplands Perimeter Road 
(Component 1), 20 th Ave W improvements (Component 2A), and improvements to Thorndyke Ave W 
(Component 6D) will be carried forward to the alternatives analysis. 

The Component Analysis for these revealed several key findings can be discerned, including: 
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♦ Components 1, 2A, and 6D are geometrically feasible. The preliminary layout of Component 1 shifts the 
alignment to the east of the existing shared use path to avoid impacts to the slopes to the west of the 
path. However, impacts to the Port of Seattle could be reduced by shifting the alignment into the slope, 
and increased costs for retaining walls and slope stabilization would likely offset right-of-way costs for 
the existing layout. The improvements in Component 2A required along 20 th Ave W generally fit within 
the City's right-of-way and are consistent with the land use of this street. 

7. Component Analysis Conclusions 

Below is a summary of each evaluated components based on whether they were found to be required, optional, 
or non-feasible. 

7.1. Feasible Components 

Based on our preliminary analysis, the following components were found to be both operationally and 
geometrically feasible. These components will be packaged into alternatives for the next phase of evaluation. 

7.1.1. West Uplands Perimeter Road (1) 

This component (or Component 10) would be required to provide access between Magnolia and the Elliott Bay 
Marina and Smith Cove Parks. It would run alongside the alignment of the existing Elliott Bay Trail but deviates 
at a few points to meet minimum horizontal and vertical curve requirements and meet stopping sight distance 
requirements. This component is classified as Minor Industrial Access and would be designed to accommodate 
large vehicles including trucks, trailers, and delivery vehicles. 

7.1.2. 20th Ave W Improvements (2A) 

This component would be required in conjunction with Component 1 to connect to Thorndyke Ave W The 
alignment on 20th Ave W (Component 2A) is preferred over 21st Ave W (Component 2B) because it better 
accommodates traffic both geometrically and operationally, and has adjacent land uses that are appropriate with 
the freight-carrying function of the connection. The layout would provide an 10' shared-use lane in the 
northbound direction that ties into the multi-direction bike lane on Thorndyke. This component is classified as 
Minor Industrial Access and would accommodate large vehicles including trucks, trailers, and delivery vehicles. The 
layout fits within the City's existing right-of-way and is consistent with the land use along 20 th Ave W. 

7.1.3. Dravus Street Improvements (3) 

Component 3 would increase capacity along W Dravus St, an existing access point to Magnolia, by widening the 
roadway, including the existing bridge structures, and making improvements to the intersections at 15 th Ave W 
and 20 th Ave W. At 15 th Ave W a new, modified Single-Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) would be constructed that 
would allow traffic to be controlled at a single signal versus the two competing signals currently operating in a 
tight diamond configuration. 

7.1.4. Armory Way Bridge (5B) 


SDOT ♦ Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 


2019-0327 | 32 of 34 



The braided on-ramp option for the Armory Way Bridge would create a new access point to Magnolia via an 
elevated bridge structure from 15th Ave W along Armory Way W, crossing diagonally over the BNSF railroad, 
and connecting to Thorndyke Ave W at W Halladay St. The structure would have a northbound, on-ramp from 
15th Ave W designed to allow free-flow access to the bridge while also accommodating the ST3 alignment. The 
layout includes a 5' bike lane on the north side of the structure and a 10' shared-use sidewalk on the south side 
of the structure. Further refinements in design should consider consolidating those onto the south side to 
improve bike safety. This Component would require minimal widening on 15th Ave W and minimal impacts to 
buildings in the area. 

7.1.5. Thorndyke Ave W Improvements (6D) 

Component 6D provides access between the new Armory Way Bridge and 20 th Ave W, providing a connection 
between 15 th Ave W and Terminal 91, Smith Cove Parks, and Elliott Bay Marina. It would include improvements 
to the intersection of Thorndyke Ave W and 20 th Ave W to accommodate turns for freight vehicles and buses. 
This component is required if paired with the Armory Way Bridge (5B) and 20 th Ave W Improvements (2A). The 
layout assumes the existing Thorndyke geometry with bike lanes in both directions. 

7.1.6. Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way (7) 

This component, in combination with the Alaskan Way W Extension (Component 8), would relieve pressure on 
the existing Galer St Flyover to serve the combine traffic associated with Terminal 91, Smith Cove Cruise 
Terminal and Elliott Bay Park. Analysis shows that the two components would help relieve congestion on the 
Elliott/15 th Ave W corridor, particularly if southbound left turns to the Galer Flyover can be reduced or 
eliminated. 

7.1.7. Alaskan Way W Extension (8) 

This component, in combination with the Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way (Component 7), provides 
access to Terminal 91 and Elliott Bay Park and relieves pressure on the existing Galer St Flyover. 

7.1.8. Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23 rd Ave W (10) 

Component 10 provides access from 15 th Ave W to Elliott Bay Marina, Smith Cove Parks, and the Port of Seattle. 
It is an alternative to the West Uplands Perimeter Road and 20 th Ave W Improvements (Components 1 and 2A). 
Flowever, this component does not improve access between Magnolia and the Elliott Bay Marina and Smith 
Cove Parks. This component does not provide the redundant access to Terminal 91 and Elliott Bay Park that 
would relieve pressure on the Galer Street flyover. 

7.2. Non-Feasible Components 

The following components were found to be infeasible based on either operational analysis, geometric analysis, 
or both. These components will not be included in any alternative that moves forward. 

7.2.1. 21 st Ave W Improvements (2B) 
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The additional traffic expected to use this connection, including freight, is incompatible with the residential land 
use located on 20 th Ave W. In addition, the right-of-way is narrow and significant impacts to the already minimal 
parking would occur. In contrast, Component 2A on 20 th Ave W fits within the City's right-of-way and is 
consistent with the land use of that street. 

7.2.2. Wheeler Street Bridge (4A and 4B) 

Both options for a new Wheeler Street Bridge are unable to provide adequate operations due to geometric 
constraints. Both options have right-angle or acute turns that reduce the operational capacity of the component. 
The components would experience unacceptable levels of delay and congestion along the 15 th Ave corridor. 

7.2.3. Armory Way Bridge (5A) 

The at-grade, intersection option for an Armory Way Bridge was found to be infeasible due to prohibitive queue 
lengths for the northbound left turn onto the bridge. Additionally, a dual left turn on 15 th Ave W to 
accommodate the high volume of Magnolia-bound traffic was found to be geometrically infeasible and 
incompatible with a potential Link light rail alignment. 

7.2.4. New Bridge Port Connector (6A, 6B, and 6C) 

Components 6A and 6B would be ramp structures that provide more direct access between 15 th Ave W and the 
Port property, Smith Cove, and Elliott Bay Marina. However, the volume of traffic expected to use these 
components is too small to justify the significant cost of additional elevated structures. In addition, these 
components must be paired with Component 2B which was determined to be infeasible. 

7.2.5. East Uplands Perimeter Road (9) 

An East Uplands Perimeter Road would provide access between 20th Ave W/West Uplands Perimeter Road and 
Alaskan Way W/Magnolia Bridge Ramp. Access to the road could potentially be limited to Port and/or transit 
uses or one-way traffic northbound. Stakeholders at the Port of Seattle shared that the existing building need to 
maintain access to the existing railroad spurs along this alignment. Their use of these tracks consists of pulling 
cars back and forth and queuing them on the lines, which will not work from an operational or safety 
perspective with this component. 
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Appendix C 

Travel Time Analysis 
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Detailed traffic analysis was performed to assess replacement alternatives for the Magnolia Bridge. 

This memorandum documents the data and assumptions used to forecast future traffic volumes for each 
alternative and assesses traffic operating conditions. It focuses on the vehicle traffic operations; other 
modes of travel (transit, bicycle and pedestrian) are addressed in a separate technical memorandum. 

1. Replacement Alternatives 

Analysis was performed for four replacement alternatives. This includes the “In-Kind Replacement” 
that was identified in the 2007/2008 study as the Preferred Alternative. It also assesses three additional 
“lower cost” alternatives that were the primary focus of the current study. The four alternatives are 
shown on Figure 1 and briefly described below. The new alternatives are comprised of building blocks, 
or components, that were created for this study; the components that make up each alternative are listed. 

In-Kind (1:1) Replacement Alternative would construct a new bridge immediately south of the 
existing Magnolia Bridge. It would have similar connections to 15 th Ave W and 23 rd Ave W as exists 
today. The existing “center ramps” to Terminal 91 would be eliminated. 

Alternative 1 (Components 1> 2A> 5B , 6D , 7 & 8) would remove the existing Magnolia Bridge between 
the BNSF Railroad tracks and the top of the bluff at Thorndyke Ave W. It would build a new bridge over 
the railroad tracks plus a roadway that connects the 15 th Ave W/W Armory Way intersection to Thorndyke 
Ave W just south of W Raye St. Smith Cove and the Elliott Bay Marina would be accessed via a new 
surface road built along the western edge of Terminal 91 (T-91) that would connect to Thorndyke Ave W 
at 20 th Ave W. It would also rebuild and extend the W Garfield St connection west over the railroad tracks 
and extend Alaskan Way north to serve both T-91 and Expedia, and allow some turns to the Galer Flyover 
to be eliminated in order to improve through traffic on the 15 th /Elliott Ave W corridor. 

Alternative 2 (Components 1> 2A, 3, 7 & 8) has many of the same components as Alternative 1 except 
that instead of the W Armory Way railroad crossing it would substantially improve the W Dravus Street 
corridor. This alternative would replace the existing tight-diamond ramp configuration at the 15 th Ave 
W/W Dravus St intersection with a modified single-point urban interchange (SPUI). It would also 
upgrade and widen the railroad bridge between 17 th Ave W and 20 th Ave W. 
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Figure 1. Magnolia Bridge Replacement Alternatives 



Source: SCJ Alliance, July 2018. 
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Alternative 3 ( Components 3 and 10) would have the same upgrades in the W Dravus St corridor as 
Alternative 2, but none of the other components. The W Garfield St section would instead be 
reconfigured to include a new bridge that connects 15 th Ave W to 23 rd Ave W. This new structure would 
provide access to Smith Cove, the Elliott Bay Marina, and portions of T-91. 

No Action Alternative assumes that no improvements are constructed, and the existing Magnolia 
Bridge deteriorates to the point of being closed to all traffic. This condition was evaluated in order to 
quantify the full benefits of the action alternatives. 

2. Analysis Methodology 

Future traffic volumes were forecast for year 2025 and 2035 conditions. These forecasts assume 
substantial growth associated with 58 planned new developments in the Ballard, Magnolia and Interbay 
neighborhoods, including full build out of the Expedia Campus and future development of about 1 
million square feet of industrial space at the Port of Seattle’s Terminal 91 Uplands. Detailed information 
about what is included in the future forecasts is provided in Section 3. 

Traffic operations analysis was performed using the Synchro 10.1 platform. Levels of service were 
determined using this model, and travel times for various routes were determine using the micro¬ 
simulation module, SimTraffic. These models account for recent and planned changes in the roadway 
and intersection configurations, including the new protected bicycle lane along 20 th Ave W/Gilman Ave 
W. It is noted that Sound Transit’s planned Ballard-to-West Seattle Link Light Rail line is not accounted 
for in the future analysis since its target opening date is 2035, beyond the horizon year for this analysis. 
The Seattle Department of Transportation and Sound Transit are coordinating on alternatives analysis, 
and the eventual preferred alternatives for each project will be incorporated into each project’s design 
and environmental analysis. 

3. Traffic Volumes Forecasts for 2025 and 2035 

3.1. Traffic Growth Assumptions 

Future “baseline” traffic forecasts were prepared for 2025 and 2035 conditions, which assume that the 
Magnolia Bridge would remain functional. This allows growth on the bridges to be assessed compared 
to existing conditions. Further analysis (described later in this report) was then performed to redistribute 
the traffic volumes for the various alternatives. The following presents the growth assumptions included 
in these future baseline models. 

Background Growth Rate 

A background growth rate of 0.4% was applied to the existing 2017 traffic volumes to account for 
traffic growth that may not be included in the pipeline projects listed below. This rate was derived for 
the Expedia Campus at 1201 Amgen Court W Transportation Technical Report 1 . 

Pipeline Projects 

Substantial new development is planned in the Ballard, Magnolia and Interbay neighborhoods. Traffic 
associated with 58 planned development projects (known as “pipeline” projects) was added to the future 
forecasts. This includes three major development projects: full build out of the Expedia Campus, three 
planned projects at Fishermen’s Terminal, and about one million square feet of future industrial space at 
Terminal 91. A full list of the pipeline projects is presented in Attachment A. 
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3.2. 2025 and 2035 Baseline Traffic Models 

Future traffic volumes were forecast for year 2025 and 2035 conditions. Most of the comparative 
analysis was performed for 2035 conditions, but the earlier horizon was also forecast for the purpose of 
construction planning when needed. The following describes how the various elements listed previously 
were layered together for each of the future conditions. 

• Forecast 2025 with Magnolia Bridge Open (Baseline Condition) 

o Existing volumes grown at a compound annual growth rate of 0.4% for eight years 
o Expedia phase one project trips added 
o 60% of the Terminal 91 project trips added 

o All trips associated with three Fishermen’s Terminal projects added 
o All trips associated with the remaining 55 pipeline projects added (See Table A in 
Attachment A) 

• Forecast 2035 with Magnolia Bridge Open (Baseline condition) 

o Existing volumes grown at a compound annual growth rate of 0.4% for eighteen years 
o Expedia full build project trips added 
o 100% of the Terminal 91 project trips added 
o All trips associated with three Fishermen’s Terminal projects added 
o All trips associated with the remaining 55 pipeline projects added (See Table A in 
Attachment A) 

3.3. Cumulative Growth 

The cumulative growth associated with the assumptions described above was determined by comparing 
the existing (2017), 2025 and 2035 baseline traffic volumes. Table 1 shows the cumulative growth on 
15 th Ave W, the Magnolia Bridge, W Dravus St, and W Emerson St. In addition, Figures B through E 
(attached) show analysis of cumulative growth at four intersections in the study area. 
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Table 1. Cumulative Growth Across Corridor Screenlines - PM Peak Hour 




Year 2025 1 

Year 2035 1 

Roadway 

Year 2017 
Volumes 

Volumes 

% Change 
from 2017 

Volumes 1 

% Change 
from 2017 

15 th Avenue W 
(North of W Garfield St) 






Northbound 

1,980 

2,460 

+24% 

2,870 

+45% 

Southbound 

1,620 

1,770 

+9% 

1,930 

+16% 

Both Directions 

3,600 

4,230 

+18% 

4,800 

+33% 

Magnolia Bridge 2 
(West of 23 rd Avenue W) 






Eastbound 

300 

320 

+7% 

330 

+10% 

Westbound 

910 

940 

+3% 

990 

+9% 

Both Directions 

1,210 

1,260 

+4% 

1,320 

+9% 

W Dravus St 
(Over Railroad Tracks) 






Eastbound 

740 

790 

+7% 

840 

+14% 

Westbound 

870 

960 

+10% 

1,050 

+21% 

Both Directions 

1,610 

1,750 

+9% 

1,890 

+17% 

W Emerson Place 
(East of 19 th Ave W) 






Eastbound 

1,050 

1,140 

+9% 

1,180 

12% 

Westbound 

1,010 

1,050 

+4% 

1,090 

+8% 

Both Directions 

2,060 

2,190 

+6% 

2,270 

+9% 

Three Bridges - Cumulative 3 






Eastbound 

2,090 

2,250 

+8% 

2,350 

+12% 

Westbound 

2,790 

2,950 

+6% 

3,130 

+12% 

Both Directions 

4,880 

5,200 

+7% 

5,480 

+12% 


Source: Heffron Transportation, Inc., November 2017. 

1. Forecasted volumes with existing Magnolia Bride still open. 

2. Terminal 91 trips are not included because these trips only utilize the portion of the bridge east of 23 rd Ave W. 

3. Includes volumes from the Magnolia Bridge, W Dravus St, and W Emerson Place. As shown, the cumulative growth would vary by 
segment. Overall, PM peak hour traffic to and from Magnolia across all three crossings would increase by about 0.6% per year 
compounded over the 18-year period. Over the same 18-year period, PM peak hour traffic in the 15 th Ave W corridor would increase 
by about 2.1% per year in the northbound direction and 0. 8 % per year in the southbound direction. 

The growth forecasts for the three Magnolia Bridge Crossings derived for this analysis are slightly 
higher than those forecast for the City’s 2035 Comprehensive Plan (adopted October 17, 2016). Year 
2035 traffic forecasts provided in the transportation appendix of the Mayor’s Recommended Plan 2 were 
derived from projected PM peak hour volume-to-capacity ratios (V/Cs) of vehicular traffic on arterials 
crossing screenlines defined throughout the City. 3 Comparisons can be made to the Comprehensive 
Plan’s estimate for traffic crossing the Ballard Bridge, and traffic crossing the three bridges to 
Magnolia. The forecasts developed for this Magnolia Bridge study estimated that PM peak hour traffic 
crossing the Ballard Bridge would be 3,350 vehicles in the northbound direction and 2,450 vehicles in 
the southbound direction. The Comprehensive Plan model estimated those volumes at 3,300 and 2,015 
vehicles, respectively. This shows that volumes in the peak direction are nearly identical for the two 


Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan, Mayor’s Recommended Plan, May 2016. 

Volume-to-capacity values listed for the screenlines was used to estimate future volumes. This assumes that the corridors 
selected would have no major changes proposed that would change capacity. City of Seattle DPD Director’s Rule 5-2009, 
Attachment C, which presents capacities at the various screenlines used to assess Transportation Concurrency. 
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forecast models; the higher volume estimates in the southbound direction used for this study reflect 
changes in existing travel patterns compared to those assumed in the Comprehensive Plan. This study’s 
forecasts for the three Magnolia Bridge crossings (3,100 PM peak hour trips in the westbound direction 
and 2,400 in the eastbound direction) are also slightly higher than those reflected in the Comprehensive 
Plan (about 2,400 in each direction). The higher peak direction trips are also based on more recent 
counts of existing conditions on the bridge and account for growth associated with many planned 
development projects. 

Based on the cumulative growth, the baseline forecasts derived for the Magnolia Bridge analysis are 
reasonable. The baseline forecasts were then used to derive the traffic volumes for the various 
alternatives. This analysis assumed that the traffic volumes reflect a demand that would need to be 
served by the system, and would redistribute to the available travel routes. The redistribution process is 
described in the following sections. 

4. Year 2035 Traffic Volumes for Alternatives Analysis 

4.1. No Action Condition 

The No Action condition assumes that no improvements are constructed, and the existing Magnolia 
Bridge deteriorates to the point of having to be closed to all traffic. This condition was evaluated in 
order to quantify the full benefits of the action alternatives. Traffic volumes for this condition were 
developed by Concord Engineering, Inc. (CEi) as documented in its Approach for Developing Future 
Baseline Volumes with Magnolia Bridge Closure 4 memorandum. The No Action Alternative assume 
triage-level improvements that were recommended in the Magnolia Bridge Traffic Maintenance During 
Bridge Closure 5 (also referred to as the Short-Term Plan). Year 2035 volumes for this condition assume 
the following: 

Magnolia traffic: Approximately 80% of the projected year 2035 traffic on the Magnolia Bridge would 
divert to the W Dravus St crossing, the remaining 20% would divert to W Emerson St. 

Smith Cove / Elliott Bay Marina traffic: All Smith Cove and Elliott Bay Marina traffic would be 
rerouted to a surface road along the west side of T-91 that would be accessed from 20 th Ave W (as 
recommended in the Short-Term Plan). 

Expedia Traffic: All Expedia traffic would continue to utilize the Galer Flyover. 

T-91 Traffic: If the Magnolia Bridge and ramps at 23 rd Ave W are no longer available, most of the 
traffic associated with future development at T-91 would need to access the terminal using the Galer 
Flyover. The exception would be for certain groups of traffic that would instead divert to a new northern 
access point from 20 th Ave W, including: 

• All traffic traveling between T-91 and Magnolia. 

• One-third of the traffic traveling between T-91 and areas to north, like Ballard and Fremont. 

• Traffic from Queen Anne neighborhood that could use W Dravus St. 

Cruise traffic: All inbound and outbound cruise traffic was assumed to use the Galer Flyover 
(including the trips that now use 23 rd Ave W to access the cruise parking area). 


Concord Engineering, Inc., Approach for Developing Future Baseline Volumes with Magnolia Bridge Closure , 2018. 
Heffron Transportation, Inc., November 10, 2017. 
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4.2. In-Kind (1:1) Replacement Alternative 

Traffic volumes for this alternative were assumed to be similar to the future baseline traffic volumes. 
Some adjustments were made after initial analysis so that no single crossing was disproportionately 
more congested than the others. This “congestion balancing” accounts for the fact that the system has 
multiple route choices, and motorists may choose to divert to another route if it is less congested. 
Approximately 200 vehicles were reassigned from the W Dravus St crossing to the Magnolia Bridge to 
balance congestion in the 15 th Ave W corridor. This alternative also assumes that there would be no 
access to Terminal 91 or Smith Cove via 20 th Ave W. 

4.3. Alternative 1 

As described above, Alternative 1 includes a new bridge at W Armory Way, a new surface road to 
Smith Cove, and a new connection between 15 th Ave W and Alaskan Way W (T-91/Expedia) at W 
Garfield St. These new improvements are expected to change traffic patterns as follows: 

Magnolia traffic: The new W Armory Way crossing would primarily serve traffic traveling between 
upper Magnolia and areas south, such as Downtown Seattle. Volumes were first balanced between the 
three crossings (W Armory Way, W Dravus St, and W Emerson St) based on travel patterns. The 
volumes were then rebalanced after initial analysis to account for congestion. As noted for the In-Kind 
Replacement, “congestion balancing” accounts for the fact that the system has multiple route choices, 
and motorists may choose to divert to another route if it is less congested. For example, some 
community members have reported that they no longer use W Emerson St due to changes at the W 
Emerson St/Gilman Ave W intersection. The congestion balancing would account for this type of 
diversion with traffic growth in all three corridors. 

Smith Cove/Elliott Bay Marina traffic: Smith Cove would to be accessed from 20 th Ave W and the 
new surface road on the west side of Terminal 91 (Component 1). Some of the Smith Cove traffic 
destined for areas to the south would divert from W Dravus St to the new W Armory Way crossing. 

Expedia traffic: With the addition of the new W Garfield St connection to Alaskan Way W, it is 
assumed that the southbound left-turn movement from Elliott Ave W onto the Galer Flyover would be 
prohibited. With this change, inbound Expedia traffic coming from the north would be rerouted from the 
Galer Flyover to the new W Garfield St connection. It was assumed that all other Expedia traffic would 
continue to use the Galer Flyover. 

T-91 traffic: Alternative 1 would create a new northern access route to T-91. It was assumed that the 
following traffic would use this new northern access on 20 th Ave W: 

• All traffic traveling between T-91 and Magnolia. 

• One-third of the traffic traveling between T-91 and areas to north, such as Ballard and Fremont. 

• Traffic from Queen Anne neighborhood that could use W Dravus St. 

The new W Garfield St connection would serve the balance of the T-91 traffic from the north that would 
not use the northern access. Inbound traffic coming from the south was assumed to use the spur off the 
Galer Flyover to access the new W Garfield St ramp instead of continuing across the flyover. It is noted 
that depending on the final design features, some large trucks may continue to use the Galer Flyover to 
enter and exit the site; however, to evaluate the operational needs, this traffic was assumed to use the 
new W Garfield St connection. 

Cruise traffic: All inbound and outbound cruise traffic was assumed to follow the same patterns as the 
rest of the T-91 traffic, and would use the new W Garfield St connection exclusively. 
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4.4. Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 includes an improved W Dravus St corridor, a new surface road to Smith Cove, and a new 
connection between 15 th Ave W and Alaskan Way W (T-91/Expedia) at W Garfield St. These new 
improvements would change traffic patterns as follows: 

Magnolia traffic: In Alternative 2, Magnolia travel patterns remained largely unchanged from the No 
Action condition. Traffic volumes were rebalanced between the W Dravus St and W Emerson Place 
crossings to ensure that no one crossing was disproportionately more congested. 

Smith Cove traffic: Like in the No Action condition, Smith Cove would continue to be accessed from 
20 th Ave W. 

Expedia traffic: The changes described above for Alternative 1 also apply to this alternative. Inbound 
Expedia traffic coming from the north would be rerouted from the Galer Flyover to the new W Garfield 
St connection. All other Expedia traffic would continue to use the Galer Flyover. 

T-91 traffic: The changes described above for Alternative 1 also apply to this alternative. Inbound T-91 
traffic coming from the north would be rerouted to the new northern access gate or the W Garfield St 
connection. Additionally, inbound traffic coming from the south would use the spur off the Galer Flyover 
to access the new W Garfield St ramp instead of continuing across the flyover. All outbound T-91 traffic 
would be diverted from the Galer Flyover to either W Garfield St or the new northern access gate. 

Cruise traffic: All inbound and outbound cruise traffic was assumed to follow the same patterns as the 
rest of the T-91 traffic, and would use the new W Garfield St connection exclusively. 

4.5. Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 includes an improved W Dravus St corridor and a new connection between 15 th Ave W 
and 23 rd Ave W (T-91/Smith Cove) at W Garfield St. These new improvements would impact traffic 
patterns in the following ways. 

Magnolia traffic: In Alternative 3, Magnolia travel patterns remained largely unchanged from the No 
Action condition. Traffic volumes were rebalanced between the W Dravus St and W Emerson Place 
crossings to ensure that no one crossing was disproportionately more congested. 

Smith Cove traffic: In Alternative 3, all access to Smith Cove would occur via the W Garfield St 
structure (with no access from 20 th Ave W). In total, this change would impact approximately 170 trips 
during the AM peak hour and 215 trips during the PM peak hour. 

Expedia traffic: All Expedia traffic would continue to use the Galer Flyover, as is the case in the No 
Action condition. 

T-91 traffic: This alternative was assumed to have no north access to 20 th Ave W. All inbound traffic 
from the north was assumed to use the W Garfield St connection and approximately 70% of the inbound 
traffic from the south would use the spur off the Galer Flyover to access W Garfield St; the remaining 
30% would continue to use the Galer Flyover. In total, approximately 85% of the T-91 traffic was 
assumed to use the new W Garfield St connection to 23 rd Ave W and the remaining 15% would use the 
Galer Flyover. 

Cruise traffic: For the purpose of analysis, it was assumed that internal operations on cruise day would 
change to allow more traffic to access the terminal from the W Garfield St connection. Approximately 
70% of the inbound traffic and 65% of the outbound traffic to the cruise terminal was assumed to use 
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the connection to the 23 rd Avenue W ramps. This accounts for most of the passenger vehicle trips made 
to the terminal including trips by passengers, taxis, and car-share services. Freight and high-capacity 
vehicles (e.g., buses and shuttles) were assumed to use the Galer Flyover. 

4.6. Total Bridge Crossings by Alternative 

The figures below show the total traffic volumes crossings each bridge in each alternative. Figure 2 shows 
the crossings during the AM peak hour and Figure 3 shows the crossings during the PM peak hour. 


Figure 2. 2035 Traffic Volumes by Alternative - AM Peak Hour 



Magnolia Bridge W Armory Way W Dravu5 Street W Emerson Place Galer Flyover 

Crossing 


Source: Concord Engineering, Inc. and Heffron Transportation, Inc., September 2018. 
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Figure 3. 2035 Traffic Volumes - PM Peak Hour 
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Magnolia Bridge W Armory Way W Dravu5 Street W Emerson Place Galer Flyover 

Crossing 


Source: Concord Engineering, Inc. and Heffron Transportation, Inc., October 2018. 


5. Traffic Operations Analysis 

Level of service analysis was conducted for study area intersections for the AM and PM peak hour 
conditions in year 2035. All analyses were performed using the Synchro 10.1 traffic operations analysis 
software. Details related to development of the models is presented in Attachment C. The results are 
summarized in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Level of Service Summary - Year 2035 AM and PM Peak Hours 



No Action 

In-Kind (1:1) 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 

Peak Hour / Intersections 

LOS 1 

Delay 2 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

AM Peak Hour 











Galer Flyover/Elliott Ave W 

F 

57 

c 

32 

B 

15 

B 

12 

c 

22 

W Garfield St/15 th Ave W 

F 

103 

B 

11 

C 

29 

C 

27 

F 

81 

W Armory Way/lS" 1 Ave W 

F 

145 

D 

50 

F 

167 

F 

141 

F 

171 

Gilman Dr W/15 th Ave W 

F 

134 

E 

68 

F 

131 

F 

138 

F 

159 

W Dravus S\l& Ave W 

E 3 

62 

D 4 

35 

D 4 

45 

C 

29 

C 

30 

W Dravus St/20 th Ave W 

F 

172 

D 

40 

D 

50 

D 

44 

D 

40 

W Emerson Pl/Nick St Ramp 5 

D 

37 

C 

27 

D 

47 

F 

95 

F 

95 

W Emerson Pl/Gilman Ave W 5 

D 

49 

D 

51 

E 

77 

F 

126 

F 

126 

20 th Ave W/Thorndyke Ave W 

B 5 

13 

B 

10 

A 5 

9 

B 5 

16 

B 

18 

W Blaine St/Thorndyke Ave W 

B 

18 

A 

9 

B 

16 

B 

18 

B 

18 

Galer Flyover/Alaskan Way W 5 

E 

69 

D 

40 

E 

55 

E 

57 

C 

43 

Garfield Ramp/Alaskan Way W 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

C 

18 

C 

18 

n/a 

n/a 

PM Peak Hour 











Galer Flyover/Elliott Ave W 

F 

163 

c 

28 

E 

73 

E 

73 

F 

106 

W Garfield St/15 th Ave W 

F 

87 

E 

55 

F 

97 

F 

98 

F 

137 

W Armory Way/lS" 1 Ave W 

F 

111 

C 

24 

C 

40 

F 

112 

F 

119 

Gilman Dr W/15 th Ave W 

F 

189 

F 

105 

E 

66 

F 

191 

F 

225 

W Dravus St/lS* 1 Ave W 

F 3 

105 

E 

65 

E 4 

70 

E 

78 

E 

71 

W Dravus St^O" 1 Ave W 

F 

114 

C 

32 

E 

55 

E 

64 

E 

56 

W Emerson Pl/Nick St Ramp 5 

D 

42 

C 

29 

C 

29 

C 

29 

C 

29 

W Emerson Pl/Gilman Ave W 5 

F 

133 

E 

76 

F 

99 

F 

106 

F 

134 

20 th Ave W/Thorndyke Ave W 

A 5 

9 

B 

12 

B 5 

13 

A 3 

8 

C 

16 

W Blaine St/Thorndyke Ave W 

B 

12 

B 

15 

C 

18 

B 

13 

B 

13 

Galer Flyover/Alaskan Way W 5 

F 

291 

C 

30 

E 

58 

E 

59 

C 

28 

Garfield Ramp/Alaskan Way W 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

A 

9 

A 

9 

n/a 

n/a 


Source: Concord Engineering, Inc. and Heffron Transportation, Inc., October 2018. 

Note: All level of service calculations performed using the Synchro 10.1 traffic operations analysis software. Signalized intersection results 

reported using the Synchro module. Phase splits and offsets optimized for future conditions. 

1. Level of service. 

2. Average seconds of delay per vehicle. 

3. Delay for the two adjacent intersections approximated as one intersection for sake of comparison. No Action condition includes short¬ 
term mitigations - vehicles exiting 15 th Ave W to W Dravus St in the southbound direction rerouted to 17 th Ave W. 

4. Delay for the two adjacent intersections approximated as one intersection for sake of comparison. 

5. Intersection signalized in this analysis. Phasing limits northbound right turns and southbound left turns to account for the cycle track on 
east side of Gilman Ave W. Phasing includes westbound bicycle crossing phase for the cycle track on the south side of Gilman Ave W 
that overlaps with the southbound left turn. 
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Magnolia Bridge - Long Term Replacement Study 
Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations 


6. Travel Times 

The level of service analysis for individual intersections, presented in the section above, provides useful 
information about potential causes of congestion, and can be used to identify potential improvement 
needs such as the need for additional lanes or changes to signal timing and phasing at a particular 
intersection. However, even well-functioning intersections can experience congestion created by 
downstream congestion. To account for these cumulative effects, the networks were analyzed in the 
SimTraffic micro-simulation program. 

The results from the micro-simulation analyses were used to calculate travel times along significant routes 
of travel for each alternative. The following travel routes were analyzed in both directions of travel: 

A. Between Magnolia Village and Elliott Ave W (just south of the Galer Flyover) 

B. Between Alaskan Way W (T-91/Expedia) and Elliott Ave W (just south of the Galer Flyover) 

C. Between Smith Cove Park and Elliott Ave W (just south of the Galer Flyover) 

D. Between Smith Cove Park and Magnolia Village 

E. Between the Ballard Bridge and Magnolia Village 

F. Between the Ballard Bridge and T-91/Expedia 

G. Between the Ballard Bridge and Smith Cove Park 

H. Along Elliott/15 th Ave W from the Ballard Bridge to just south of the Galer Flyover 


The routes and calculated travel times for the three replacement alternatives are shown in Attachment D. 
The travel times are also summarized in Table 3. It is acknowledged that motorists may not tolerate very 
long travel times, and would likely either change their mode of travel, their time of travel, or avoid the 
trip altogether. However, for the purpose of comparing the potential impacts of the alternatives, no 
changes in trip behavior were considered. 
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Table 3. Summary of Travel Times - Year 2035 AM and PM Peak Hours 


Travel Time Route 

No Build 

In-Kind 

Alt. 1 

Alt. 2 

Alt. 3 

AM 

PM 

AM 1 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

AM 

PM 

A. From Magnolia Village to Elliott Ave W 

126 

46 

6 

6 

17 

12 

20 

18 

39 

18 

A. From Elliott Ave W to Magnolia Village 

19 

80 

8 

8 

10 

25 

13 

66 

12 

78 

B. From T-91/Expedia to Elliott Ave W 

5 

5 

2 

5 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

5 

B. From Elliott Ave W to T-91/Expedia 

4 

10 

6 

5 

2 

6 

3 

5 

4 

5 

C. From Smith Cove to Elliott Ave W 

67 

40 

3 

2 

15 

9 

18 

15 

2 

5 

C. From Elliott Ave W to Smith Cove 

16 

70 

5 

5 

7 

25 

11 

63 

3 

4 

D. From Magnolia Village to Smith Cove 

83 

40 

13 

15 

7 

8 

15 

8 

41 

21 

D. From Smith Cove to Magnolia Village 

23 

20 

14 

21 

6 

8 

9 

8 

15 

25 

E. From the Ballard Br. to Mag. Village 

35 

68 

28 

12 

34 

15 

34 

15 

33 

17 

E. From Mag. Village to Ballard Br. 

50 

33 

10 

11 

13 

12 

14 

13 

31 

13 

F. From Ballard Br. to T-91/Expedia 

47 

25 

28 

9 

36 

10 

33 

13 

36 

18 

F. From T-91/Expediato Ballard Br. 

9 

19 

8 

16 

7 

6 

5 

10 

7 

18 

G. From Ballard Br. to Smith Cove 

39 

72 

25 

10 

36 

18 

38 

18 

33 

16 

G. From Smith Cove to Ballard Br. 

28 

39 

5 

12 

14 

15 

19 

14 

6 

16 

H. Northbound along 15 th Ave W 

9 

66 

8 

32 

7 

21 

5 

57 

5 

70 

H. Southbound along 15 th Ave W 

41 

15 

25 

9 

37 

13 

32 

12 

33 

16 


Source: Concord Engineering, Inc. and Heffron Transportation, Inc., February 2019. 

Note: All travel times calculations based on results from the SimTraffic 10.1 micro-simulation software with an average of 5 runs. Results 
reported in minutes. 

1. W Galer St/Elliott Ave W intersection removed from the In-Kind (1:1) AM peak hour model in order to generate accurate micro¬ 
simulation results. The delays associated with this intersection were manually factored into the travel time calculations 


7. Results with Cruise Operations at T-91 

This analysis also considered conditions with active cruise ship operations at T-91. The additional 
traffic volumes generated by two cruise ships at the terminal were added to the networks to assess how 
this extra demand might impact the three replacement alternatives. The most significant impacts occur 
during the AM peak hour, when the ships are loaded/unloaded. Table 4 shows intersection delays at key 
intersections during the AM peak hour when two cruise ships call at T-91. 
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Magnolia Bridge - Long Term Replacement Study 
Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations 


Table 4. Level of Service Summary - 2035 AM Peak Hour With and Without Cruise Ships 



In-Kind (1:1) 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 

Intersections 

LOS 1 

Delay 2 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

LOS 

Delay 

No Cruise Ships 









Galer Flyover/Elliott Ave W 

C 

25 

B 

11 

B 

12 

C 

29 

W Garfield St/15 th Ave W 

B 

10 

C 

26 

C 

29 

F 

81 

W Armory Way/lS" 1 Ave W 

D 

48 

F 

169 

F 

142 

F 

172 

Galer Flyover/Alaskan Way W 3 

C 

39 

E 

57 

E 

57 

C 

43 

Garfield Ramp/Alaskan Way W 

n/a 

n/a 

C 

18 

C 

18 

n/a 

n/a 

With Cruise Ships 









Galer Flyover/Elliott Ave W 

D 

40 

C 

27 

D 

52 

c 

35 

W Garfield St/15 th Ave W 

B 

18 

D 

41 

C 

33 

F 

96 

W Armory Way/lS" 1 Ave W 

E 

60 

F 

187 

F 

153 

F 

183 

Galer Flyover/Alaskan Way W 3 

D 

43 

E 

57 

E 

57 

D 

46 

Garfield Ramp/Alaskan Way W 

n/a 

n/a 

C 

19 

C 

19 

n/a 

n/a 


Source: Concord Engineering, Inc. and Heffron Transportation, Inc., September 2018. 

Note: All level of service calculations performed using the Synchro 10.1 traffic operations analysis software. Signalized intersection results 
reported using the Synchro module. Phase splits and offsets optimized for future conditions. 

1. Level of service. 

2. Average seconds of delay per vehicle. 

3. Intersection signalized in this analysis. 
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Magnolia Bridge - Long Term Replacement Study 
Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations 


8. Benefits of Component 7 and 8 on Elliott Ave Operations 

The level of service and travel time analysis determined that two components provided substantial 
benefit to operations along the Elliott/15 th Ave corridor. Component 7 would reconstruct the existing 
Garfield St connection to the Elliott/15 th Ave W corridor and bring it to grade on Terminal 91 west of 
the BNSF mainline. Component 8 would connect the west end of the new structure to existing Alaskan 
Way. Together these components would provide alternative access to Terminal 91 and Expedia campus 
and would allow some turns to be prohibited along the Elliott Ave corridor, improving mainline traffic 
flow. Without these components, most of the Terminal 91 traffic would share the existing Galer Flyover 
with all of Expedia Traffic. Alternatives 1 and 2 included these two components while the In-Kind 
Alternative and Alternative 3 did not. 

Without Components 7 and 8, the analysis determined potential operational issues: 

■ Southbound left turn from Elliott Ave W to Galer Flyover would have long queues that could 
extend into adjacent through lanes. 

■ Westbound left turn from Galer Flyover to Elliott Ave W would reduce capacity for northbound 
through movements on Elliott Ave W. 

■ West end of Galer Flyover at Alaskan Way would exceed capacity of two-lane intersection, 
creating backup over flyover on peak cruise days. 


With the Garfield St Connection and Alaskan Way Extension, the southbound left turn from Elliott Ave 
W to the Galer Flyover could be prohibited, and traffic volumes would be split between the two access 
options. Egress traffic from Terminal 91 could access the southbound flow of Elliott Ave W with a right 
turn movement instead of a left turn movement. These changes in flow would reduce congestion at each 
end of the Galer Flyover. 

9. Recommended Improvements to Alternatives 

The analysis determined several potential improvements that could be considered in the next phase of 
design. These are described below: 


All Alternatives 

All alternatives are expected to increase traffic through the W Dravus St/20 th Ave W intersection. In the 
existing configuration, northbound right turns from 20 th Ave W to W Dravus St conflict with bicycle 
traffic on the two-way cycle track across the east leg of the intersection. The northbound right turns can 
only move during the overlap phase with the westbound left turn from W Dravus St to 20 th Ave W. 
Without improvements, the analysis determined that the intersection would fail and the northbound 
right-turn queue could extend into the adjacent lane. This is remedied in Alternatives 2 and 3 by 
constructing an additional northbound right turn lane when the Dravus Street corridor is rebuilt. Because 
this corridor would not be expanded for the In-Kind (1:1) Alternative or Alternative 1, the following 
alternative improvements are suggested: 

Relocate the northbound right-turn lane to the east of cycle track so the cyclists and the 
northbound right-turn traffic can operate simultaneously. This would require a longer dedicated 
right-turn lane and a channelized location for vehicles to cross the cycle track. 

Add a dedicated northbound left-turn pocket with protected-permissive phasing by removing 
some of the parking on the west side of 20 th Ave W. 
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■ Convert the innermost eastbound and westbound lanes from shared thru-left turn lanes to 
dedicated left-turn lanes with protected-permissive phasing. 


All alternatives are expected to increase traffic through the W Emerson St/Gilman Boulevard 
intersection. This all-way stop intersection currently operates at LOS F and is expected to degrade with 
future growth. The Short-Term Closure Plan in the Magnolia Bridge Traffic Maintenance During 
Bridge Closure Report 6 recommended that operation of the W Emerson Place/Gilman Ave W 
intersection be monitored, and a traffic signal installed at the point that traffic signal warrants. Should 
the intersection be signalized, the signal phasing will need to account for the cycle tracks on the east 
side of Gilman Ave W and the south side of Emerson Ave W. It also recommended that the west leg of 
the intersection be converted to one-way westbound at the time of signalization. These changes should 
be considered for any of the alternatives. 

The Gilman Dr W/15 th Ave W intersection is also expected to operate at LOS F for all alternatives due 
to the fact Gilman Dr W has only one travel lane. The Queen Anne Community Council has previously 
voiced concerns about cut-through traffic across the top of Queen Anne Hill and noted that increasing 
the capacity of Gilman Dr W could attract more cut-through traffic. Therefore, any improvements to this 
intersection should consider the cut-through impact. 

In-Kind (1:1) Replacement 

As described in Section 8 above, operations on the Elliott / 15 th Ave corridor would improve if a direct 
connection from the Magnolia Bridge can be provided so that the southbound left turn movement to the 
Galer Flyover can be prohibited. 

Alternative 1 

The eastbound approach at the 15 th Ave W/Armory Way intersection is projected to fail during the AM 
peak hour when this route would be the primary egress from Magnolia. The eastbound right turn 
movement is currently served by only one lane, and right-turning traffic must yield to pedestrians who 
cross the south leg of the intersection. Two potential improvements could be considered to improve 
vehicle operations: 

■ Remove the crosswalk on the south side of the intersection (the pedestrian crosswalk would 
remain on the north side of the intersection). 

■ Provide a dual right turn lane on the eastbound approach. 

This alternative assumes that a new traffic signals would be installed at the Thorndyke Ave W/20 th Ave 
W intersection and the Thorndyke Ave W/Armory Way intersection. Additional improvements along 
Thorndyke Ave W may be needed to serve local turn movements (e.g., left turn lanes at key 
intersections), provide for transit stops, and restrict potential cut-through traffic on non-arterial streets 
that connect to Thorndyke Ave W. 

Alternative 2 

This alternative assumes that the intersection at Thorndyke Ave W/20 th Ave W would be signalized. No 
additional changes to the alternative would be needed other than those listed above for all alternatives. 


6 Heffron Transportation, Inc., Magnolia Bridge Traffic Maintenance During Bridge Closure , Prepared for the Seattle 
Department of Transportation, November 10, 2017. 
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Alternative 3 

Operations on the Elliott/15 th Ave W corridor would improve if a direct connection from the Magnolia 
Bridge can be provided so that the southbound left turn movement to the Galer Flyover can be 
prohibited. No additional changes to the alternative would be needed other than those listed above for 
all alternatives. 

Table 5 is a summary of recommended infrastructure improvements. 


Table 5. Additional Improvements with Replacement Alternatives 


Improvement 

In-kind (1:1) 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 

1. Update signal phasing and provide additional northbound and southbound lanes at 
W Dravus St/20 th Ave W intersection 

▲ 

A 

A 

A 

2. Signalize W Emerson Pl/Gilman Ave W intersection 

A 

A 

A 

A 

3. Signalize 20th Ave W/Thorndyke Ave W intersection 


A 

A 


4. Provide Garfield Street Connection 

A 

A 

A 

A 

5. Change stop control at W Blaine St/Thorndyke Ave W intersection so only the 
northbound approach of Thorndyke Ave W is stop-controlled 


A 

A 

A 

6. Add an auxiliary lane in the uphill (southwest) direction of Thorndyke Ave W 


A 

A 

A 

7. Widen westbound approach at Gilman Ave W/15th Ave W intersection (If desired 
by neighborhood) 

0 

0 

0 

0 


A Recommended in Addition to Basic Component Improvements 
0 Improvement should consider potential cut-through effects 


RHF/MCH/mch 


MBRS - Traffic Analysis Tech Memo-FINAL O21519.docx 


Attachments: 

A - Pipeline Traffic 

B - Traffic volume comparisons at key intersections 
C - Synchro model adjustments 
D - Travel time analysis and results 
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ATTACHMENT A 


PIPELINE DEVELOPMENTS INCLUDED IN 
FUTURE GROWTH FORECASTS 


Attachment A - Magnolia Bridge - Long Term Replacement Study 
Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations 

Pipeline Projects 


Pipeline Projects 

Substantial new development is planned in the Ballard, Magnolia and Interbay neighborhoods. An 
initial list of pipeline projects in the study areas was compiled for the Expedia Campus at 1201 Amgen 
Court W Transportation Technical Report 7 . Three of the pipeline projects located along W Dravus St 
(permit #s 3019398, 3017929, and 302381) were updated to reflect permit information as of October 
2017. This list of pipeline projects is presented in Table A; three large pipeline projects not included in 
this list are described below. 


Table A. Pipeline Projects Included in Future Traffic Forecasts for Magnolia Bridge Analysis 


MapID a 

SDCI Number b 

Address 

Land Use 

Square 

Footage c 

Units d 

1 

3016656 

6301 15th Ave NW 

Mixed Use 

2,500 sf 

61 du/2 l-w 

2 

3017177 

1506 NW 61st St 

Multi Family 


33 du 

3 

3020482 

561117th Ave NW 

Multi-Family 


74 rooms e 

4 

3020002 

1552 NW 58th St 

Multi Family 


18 du 

5 

3015859 

1762 NW 59th St 

Multi Family 


25 du 

6 

3020344 

1706 NW 56th St 

Mixed-Use 


141 du/16 l-w 1 

7 

3019360 

1718 NW 56th St 

Mixed-Use 


150 du/17 l-w 

8 

3017258 

1731 NW 57th St 

Multi Family 


48 du 

9 

3012436 

1760 NW 56th St 

Mixed Use 

1,282 sf 

135 du 

10 

3017791 

2003 NW 57th St 

Mixed-Use 


118 du/14 l-w 

11 

3015955 

5601 20th Ave NW 

Mixed Use 

1,884 sf 

35 du/3 l-w 

12 

3021541 

5512 17th Ave NW 

Mixed Use 

1840 sf 

84 du 

13 

3018670 

1701 NW 56th St 

Mixed Use 

4,406 sf 

177 du/22 l-w 

14 

3018687 

1448 NW Market St 

Office/Retail 

169,555 sf office 
32,728 sf retail 


15 

3015112 

1417 NW 54th St 

Custom & Craft 2 

46,475 sf 


16 

3015204 

1510 NW 52nd St 

Multi-Family 


50 rooms 

17 

3017093 

1516 NW 51st St 

Multi Family 


90 du/ll-w 

18 

3016115 

1411 NW 50th St 

Office 

20,000 sf 


19 

3013009 

1515 NW Leary Way 

Custom & Craft 

100,000 sf 


20 

3016534 

1455 NW Leary Way 

Medical Office 

30,000 sf 


21 

3014491 

3420 15th Ave W 

Mixed-Use 


38 rooms/4 l-w 

22 

3019398 

323016th Ave W 

Multi Family 


225 du 

23 

3017929 

1518 W Dravus St 

Multi Family 


38 du 

24 

3020381 

3046 17th Ave W 

Mixed-Use 

1,066 sf retail 

59 du 

25 

3009726 

2406 32nd Ave W 

Mixed-Use 

6,392 sf 

24 du 

16 

3013191 

2900 3rd Ave W 

Assisted Living 


128 beds 

27 

3015522 

901 McGraw St 

Multi Family 


58 du 

28 

3017442 

1550 W Armory Wy 

Commercial 

25,000sf 


29 

3017443 

1700 W Armory Wy 

Commercial 

24,930 sf 


30 

3022095 

1602 15th Ave W 

Self-storage facility 

200,000 sf 


31 

3020317 

512 5th Ave W 

Multi Family 


46 du 

32 

3020181 

203 W Republican St 

Mixed-Use 


92 du/1 l-w 


7 Heffron Transportation Inc., Revised Report, December 14 ,2016. 
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Pipeline Projects 


Table A. Pipeline Projects Included in Future Traffic Forecasts for Magnolia Bridge Analysis 


MapID a 

SDCI Number b 

Address 

Land Use 

Square 
Footage c 

Units d 

33 

3012851 

500 3rd Ave W 

Mixed-Use 


71 du/5 l-w 

34 

3012746 

5212nd Ave W 

Mixed-Use 


33 du/3 l-w 

35 

3006977 

509 1st Ave W 

Mixed-Use 


40 du/3 l-w 

36 

3014863 

531 Queen Anne Ave 

Mixed-Use 

16,200 sf 

34 du 

37 

3018022 

513 1st Ave N 

Mixed-Use 

8,000 sf 

110 du 

38 

3005778 

100 Republican St 

Mixed-Use 

17,725 sf 

275 du 

39 

3017467 

450 3rd Ave W 

Office 

183,779 sf 


40 

3018158 

19 W Harrison 

Mixed-Use 

685 sf 

41 du/4 l-w 

41 

3017667 

3001st Ave 

Mixed-Use 


133 du/10 l-w 

42 

3013058 

306 Queen Anne Ave 

Mixed-Use 


50 du/3 l-w 

43 

3012878 

315 1st Ave N 

Mixed-Use 

12,018 sf 

212 du 

44 

3016745 

219 1st Ave N 

Mixed-Use 

1,725 sf 

45 du 

45 

3021477 

2151st Ave N 

Mixed-Use 

1,500 sf 

60 du 

46 

3018206 

400 Roy St 

Mixed-Use 

3,200 sf 

66 du 

47 

3015918 

701 5 th Ave N 

Mixed-Use 

3,600 sf 

97 du 

48 

3019621 

200 2 nd Ave W 

Mixed-Use 


75 du/4 l-w 

49 

3010551 

101 John St 

Mixed-Use 

2,550 sf 

75 du/6 l-w 

50 

3015680 

101 Denny Wy 

Mixed-Use 

2,624 sf 

82 du 

51 

3016538 

3031 Western Ave 

Multi-Family 


100 du 

52 

3015549 

124 Denny Wy 

Mixed-Use 

2,550 sf 

75 du/6 l-w 

53 

3016806 

307 Broad St 

Multi-Family 


149 du 

54 

3015251 

600 Wall St 

Mixed-Use 

1,950 sf 

400 du 

55 

3022669 

1650 W Armory Way 

Mixed-Use 

68,000 sf 



Source: DPD/SDCI Parcel Viewer, accessed November 2015, and updated in August 2016 and October 2017. 
a. Map ID was included in the Expedia Transportation Analysis described previously, 
ib. Project number at Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections (SDCI). 

c. Square footage of non-residential uses 

d. “du” - dwelling unit; “l-w” = live-work unit 

e Units for Congregate Care are defined as rooms 

In addition to the 55 projects described above, traffic associated with three major developments was 
added to the forecasts. These include: 

Expedia Interbay Campus 

• The Expedia Campus at 1201 Amgen Court W Transportation Technical Report includes an 
estimate of the total project trips that will be generated by the new Expedia campus. The report 
analyzed two stages of growth for the Expedia campus: phase one reflects conditions when the 
campus initially opens (anticipated in 2019) and the full build condition reflects conditions 
when the Expedia is fully built out (anticipated in 2030). 

o The Expedia Phase 1 trips (1071 inbound and 80 outbound trips in the morning and 144 
inbound and 703 outbound trips in the afternoon) were included in the year 2025 
forecasts. 

o The Expedia Full Build trips (1213 inbound and 90 outbound trips in the morning and 
155 inbound and 755 outbound trips in the afternoon) were included in the year 2035 
forecasts. 
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Pipeline Projects 


Terminal 91 Development 

• The forecasted traffic volumes include growth associated with future projects at the Port of 
Seattle’s Terminal 91. These estimates are based on analysis in the Transportation Technical 
Report for Draft EIS Port of Seattle’s North Bay Redevelopment 8 . 

• The North Bay EIS Alternative 5 assumed a total of 990,000 sf of mixed employment uses 
(525,000 sf of light industrial, 350,000 sf of research & development space, 100,000 sf of office 
space plus 15,000 sf of retail goods and services). The trips associated with these uses likely 
represent a worst-case condition since the likely development will include less of the high 
employee density uses. The trips included in the analysis, as estimated in the North Bay EIS are: 

o AM Peak Hour: 550 inbound and 110 outbound trips 
o PM Peak Hour: 170 inbound and 580 outbound trips 
The 2025 traffic volume forecasts assume 60% of this traffic; the 2035 forecasts assume all of 
the T-91 traffic. 

• This analysis assumes all entering/exiting trips must use the existing access points located off of 
23 rd AveW. 

o The original analysis assumed some trips access Terminal 91 from the north (via 20 th or 
21 st Ave W), but this access is not yet approved, 
o Since there are no ramps serving traffic that arrives at Terminal 91 from the west, this 
analysis assumes any vehicles traveling to/from Magnolia must make a large loop using 
15 th Ave W and Dravus St to enter/leave the site. 

• See the Transportation Technical Report for Draft EIS Port of Seattle’s North Bay 
Redevelopment for more information. 

Fishermen’s Terminal Projects 

• Traffic associated with three development projects at Fishermen’s Terminal were included in 
the future forecasts: The Gateway Building, West Wall Redevelopment, and a new south 
industrial building. Traffic estimates were obtained from the Environmental Checklist for the 
Fishermen’s Terminal: Gateway, West Wall, and Seattle Ship Supply Improvement Project (EA 
Engineering, Science, and Technology, Inc., PBC Cultural Resource Consultants, and Transpo 
Group, September 8, 2017.) It accounted for 

o 21,000 sf marine sales & services, 
o 55,000 sf warehouse, 
o 10,250 sf office, 
o 48,200 sf maritime flex-industrial, 
o 33,000 sf exterior storage, and 
o 26.000 workforce & maritime incubator. 

• The combined projects are expected to generate 175 trips during the AM peak hour and 51 trips 
during the PM peak hour. 


8 Transportation Technical Report for Draft EIS Port of Seattle’s North Bay Redevelopment, Heffron Transportation, Inc., 
March, 2015. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

TRAFFIC VOLUME COMPARISONS 


Figure B 

Analysis of Growth Percentages 
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Figure C 

Analysis of Growth Percentages 
at 15 th Ave W / W Armory Way 
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Figure D 

Analysis of Growth Percentages 
at 15 th Ave W / Galer Flyover 
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Figure E 

Analysis of Growth Percentages 
at 20 th Ave W / Thorndyke 
PM Peak Hour 


245 

242 


+34 (14%) +19 (8%) 

285 270 

I t 

(14%) 

+35 
280 


265 
+23 (9%) 

10 1 fio 

+1 (11%) -2 (22%) 



251 251 

I t 



I 

9 


t 

12 
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ATTACHMENT C 

SYNCHRO MODEL ADJUSTEMENTS 


Attachment C - Magnolia Bridge - Long Term Replacement Study 
Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations 

Synchro Model Adjustments 


Synchro Model for Existing Conditions 

All traffic operations analyses were performed using the Synchro 10 software. The steps used to develop 
Existing Conditions model are summarized below. 

Original Synchro Files (2015/2016): The Synchro model was originally developed by the Seattle 
Department of Transportation in 2010 for its corridor signal upgrade project. Heffron Transportation 
updated these models in 2016 for the Expedia Project EIS analysis, and incorporated the following 
changes: 

• All traffic volumes were updated for both the AM and PM peak hour condition using traffic 
counts performed in the summer and fall 2015. 

• Intersection geometries were updated to reflect new the transit lanes based on a field inventory 
in 2015. 

• Signal phasing and timing was updated based on signal dial cards provided by SDOT in 2015. 

First Iteration (Summer 2017): The original model described above was further updated for use on the 
Magnolia Bridge Traffic Maintenance During Bridge Closure 9 project, which: 

• Removed all intersections south of the Galer Flyover and north of the Ballard Bridge. 

• Added the following new intersections: 

o W Blaine Street / Thorndyke Avenue W 
o W Armour Street /21 st Avenue W / Thorndyke Avenue W 
o W Dravus Street / 20 th Avenue W 

o W Dravus Street Overpass ramps / 15 th Avenue W (two intersections) 
o W Emerson Place / W Thurman Street / Gilman Avenue W 
o W Emerson Place / 19 th Avenue W 

o W Emerson Place / Nickerson Street overpass (west of 15 th Avenue W) 
o Nickerson Street / 13 th Avenue W 

• Updated traffic volumes based on new AM and PM peak period traffic counts performed by 
SDOT in March of 2017 at the 8 new intersections listed above plus full-week machine counts 
performed on the three major routes to Magnolia (Magnolia Bridge, W Dravus Street, and W 
Emerson PI) in March and April 2017. 

• Existing volumes balanced across the networks. Traffic volumes on three Magnolia connection 
routes balanced to match the full week machine counts. Volumes discrepancies between 2015 
and 2017 counts were balanced where needed. 

• Roadway networks modified to account for planned improvements: 

o The 20th Avenue W/W Dravus Street and Gilman Avenue W/W Emerson Place 

intersections updated to reflect the protected bicycle lanes (PBL) installed along the east 
side of 20th Avenue W/Gilman Avenue W and along the south side of W Emerson 
Place in 2017. 

o Signal timing at 20 th Avenue W/W Dravus Street updated to account for the PBL based 
on a preliminary signal timing card provided by SDOT. 
o Signal cycle lengths and splits for intersections in the 15 th Avenue W corridor 
(including the Dravus Street ramps) optimized in Synchro. 


Heffron Transportation, Inc., November 10, 2017. 
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Attachment C - Magnolia Bridge - Long Term Replacement Study 
Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations 

Synchro Model Adjustments 

Second Iteration (October/November 2017): Networks from first iteration edited and expanded by 
Concord Engineering, Inc. (CEi). 

• The roadway network was expanded to include the following intersections: 

o 15 th Avenue W / W Howe Street / Whole Food Driveway 
o 15 th Avenue W / W Bertona Street (includes ramps to/from Dravus St) 
o 23rd Avenue W / The Magnolia Bridge on/off ramps 
o 20 th Avenue W / Thomdyke Avenue W 
o 17 th Avenue W / W Dravus Street 
o 11 th Avenue W / W Dravus Street 

• Signal timings at newly-added intersections based on SDOT timings cards. 

• New Counts performed in October 2017 at these newly-added intersections and at the following 
intersections already included in the networks: 

o 15 th Avenue W / Gilman Drive West 
o Alaskan Way W / W Galer Street (16 th Avenue W) 
o 21 st Avenue W / Thorndyke Avenue W / W Armour Street 

• Speed limits changed to 30 mph on 15th Ave W, 25 mph for arterials, and 20 mph for 
residential streets per Seattle new speed limit policy published last year. 

• Updated the signal timing at 20th Ave & W Dravus St to reflect the current timing in field with 
the newly added PBL. 

Third Iteration (November 2017): CEi transmitted back to HTi for further refinement and future 
forecasting. 

• Roadway geometries modified: 

o Added spur off of the Galer Flyover to show split between vehicles connecting to the 
Magnolia Bridge and those continuing across the Galer Flyover to Alaskan Way W. 
o At the 21 st Avenue W / Thorndyke Avenue W / W Armour Street intersection, 

consolidated the volumes to/from 21 st Avenue W onto W Armour Street so that it is 
possible to report delay/LOS values using the HCM 2016 methodology in Synchro. 

• Removed all lane coding errors so these networks can be analyzed in SimTraffic if desired. 

• Traffic volumes balanced between intersections where discrepancies occurred because the 
counts were performed at different times. 

o Compared intersection counts from summer 2015, March 2017, and October 2017 to 
historic tube counts provided by SDOT. 

o Volumes on the three major Magnolia connections again re-balanced to match the 
volumes from the full week counts performed by SDOT in the spring of 2017 for the 
analysis of an emergency Magnolia Bridge closure. The addition of the counts on 23 rd 
Avenue W under the Magnolia Bridge allowed for further refinement of the distribution 
of vehicles traveling across the bridge. 

• Reduced vehicle imbalances to zero between intersections where there are no intermediate exits. 
The most critical segments include: 

o The Galer Flyover 
o The Magnolia Bridge 

■ The vehicle imbalance in the westbound direction between 15 th Avenue W and 
the 23 rd Avenue W ramps should match the number of vehicles turning from the 
Galer Flyover onto the newly added spur. 

■ The balancing assumes the gates at the center Magnolia Pier ramp east of 23 rd 
Avenue W are closed 
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Attachment C - Magnolia Bridge - Long Term Replacement Study 
Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operations 

Synchro Model Adjustments 

o W Dravus Street in-between the 15 th Avenue W northbound and southbound ramps 
o W Dravus Street northbound on-ramp to 15 th Avenue West 

o W Dravus Street between 17 th Avenue W and 20 th Avenue W (bridge over the railroad 
tracks) 

o Thorndyke Avenue W between W Armour Street and 21 st Avenue West (south leg) 

Synchro Models for Future Alternatives 

Separate AM and PM Synchro models were prepared for each alternative. Changes to lane geometry 
were based on the alternative design and informed by the Component Analysis (described in a separate 
memorandum). Traffic volumes were then adjusted for each alternative as described in the body of this 
report. 
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TRAVEL TIME ANALYSIS ROUTES AND RESULTS 
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This memorandum evaluates non-motorized and transit conditions that could be affected by the 
Magnolia Bridge Long-Term Replacement options. It describes existing conditions and use for those 
modes of travel, analyzes growth trends, and presents a comparative analysis of each replacement 
alternative. Analysis of vehicle traffic was presented in a separate technical memorandum. 

1. Existing Conditions 

This section presents information about the existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connections to 
Magnolia. It provides information about the existing non-motorized infrastructure and volumes, transit 
service and ridership, and planned improvements. 

1.1. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

There are three bridges that currently connect Magnolia and Interbay neighborhoods. The pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities on those bridges are described below: 

• Magnolia Bridge has a sidewalk along its south side that is approximately 5-feet wide. Portions 
of the sidewalk are separated from vehicle traffic by a short concrete barrier. There are no 
marked bicycle facilities, so bicyclists must use the sidewalk or ride in one of the vehicles lanes. 
There is a pedestrian stairway linking the south side sidewalk with surface inside Terminal 91. 

• W Dravus St has sidewalks on both sides of the bridge over the railroad tracks that are each 
approximately 5-feet wide. The sidewalks are separated from the vehicle lanes by a short 
concrete barrier. For bicyclists, there are “sharrows” painted in the outside travel lanes, which 
are pavement markings placed in the roadway to highlight the shared space. The sidewalks 
connect to the grid of streets east and west of the bridge; however, the sharrow marking are not 
continuous, with a gap in markings between 17 th Ave NW and 15 th Ave NW. The bridge over 
15 th Ave NW does have sharrows. 

• W Emerson St has a sidewalk along its north side between 15 th Ave W and Gilman Ave W. 

The bridge that connects to 15 th Ave W and W Nickerson Street (east end of this segment) has 
about a 5-foot sidewalk separated from the vehicle lanes by a low metal railing. Pedestrians and 
bicycles typically share this space. The bridge over the BN Railroad Mainline tracks has a 
sidewalk on the north side that is approximately 8-feet wide plus a two-way protected bicycle 
lane (PBL) on the south side of the bridge that is approximately 10-feet wide. The PBL 
connects between the PBL on the east side of Gilman Ave W and 21 st Ave W, where bicyclists 
merge onto the Ship Canal Trail on the south side of W Emerson St. 
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The Elliott Bay Trail and Ship Canal Trail link Interbay to other neighborhoods. The Elliott Bay Trail 
is primarily located along the western edge of BN’s railyard and connects south through Centennial 
Park and Myrtle Edwards Park to downtown. A spur of this trail loops to the west side of Terminal 91, 
connecting to 20 th Avenue W and Smith Cove Park and Marina. The Ship Canal Trail connects from W 
Emerson St east to Fremont along the south side of the Ship Canal. In 2018, the City completed the 
PBLs on 20 th Ave W, Gilman Ave W, and W Commodore Way that connect the Elliott Bay Trail on the 
south to the Ballard Locks crossing on the north. 

The City of Seattle’s adopted 2014 Bicycle Master Plan (BMP) 1 and 2017 Pedestrian Master Plan 
(PMP) 2 outline the proposed non-motorized network for the City. The PBLs described previously were 
recommended by these plans. BMP recommendations for the area that have not yet been implemented 
include: 

• Construct a cycle track on W Dravus St between 20 th Ave W and 14 th Ave W. 

• Construct off-street bicycle lanes on the Magnolia Bridge and the Galer Flyover that connect to 
a new cycle track on Magnolia Blvd W. 

• Construct a new off-street trail through Interbay. The new trail would connect to the Elliott Bay 
Trail on the south, run along the western edge of the Interbay Golf course, and connect to W 
Dravus St near 16 th Ave W. 

• Add in-street bicycle lanes with minor separation on Thorndyke Ave W. 

There are no Magnolia-specific pedestrian improvements identified in the PMP, in part, because the 
sidewalk network is already relatively complete. However, the Magnolia Bridge and W Dravus St are 
included in the Priority Investment Network. 

1 . 2 . Existing Pedestrian and Bicycle Volumes 

The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) maintains a permanent bicycle and pedestrian 
counting station on the Elliott Bay Trail in Myrtle Edwards Park that provides daily and hourly counts. 
Data from 2014 through September 30, 2018 were available. Figure 1 shows the number of bicycles per 
day and month (in both directions) that used the trail for all of 2017, the last full year for which data 
were available. The counter is located approximately two miles away from the Magnolia-end of the 
trail, so there are many non-Magnolia users included in the data; however, these volumes shows the 
seasonal nature of non-motorized users, which would be true in Magnolia as well. The peak volumes 
occur during the summer months. 


Seattle Department of Transportation, City of Seattle Bicycle Master Plan , 2014 
Seattle Department of Transportation, City of Seattle Pedestrian Master Plan , June 2017 
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Figure 1. Bike Volumes on the Elliott Bay Trail by Day and Month - 2017 























O* 


Source: SDOT, 2017. 

* November monthly totals are low between 11/2/2017 and 11/6/2017 likely because of equipment malfunction. 


Data for July were evaluated to show bike use by time of day. These reflect the average weekday in that 
month, and are plotted in Figure 2. This shows that the peak hours coincide with traditional morning and 
afternoon commuter peaks. The data also found that weekday bicycle volumes were higher than on 
weekends for both total day as well as hourly peak periods. 
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Magnolia Bridge Long Term Replacement Study 
Transportation Analysis - Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycles 


Figure 2. Bicycle Volumes by Time of Day - Average Weekday in July 2017 



OoooodooodOOOoOoooooddOO 


oo 


ir> r- to CD 


cvi <o 


LO 


Source: SDOT, 2017. 


Single-day volume counts were performed at several intersections in Magnolia and Interbay in late 
March and early October 2017 for which detailed pedestrian crossing and bicycle movements by 
intersection approach were collected. As noted previously, bicycle trips are highly seasonal and 
fluctuate with weather conditions. Pedestrian movements are less affected by season since some of those 
trips are related to walking to bus stops or local businesses. For the purpose of this analysis, the 
pedestrian and bicycle volumes reflect average conditions. Figure 3 shows intersection-level pedestrian 
and bicycle movements during the AM and PM peak hours. 
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Magnolia Bridge Long Term Replacement Study 
Transportation Analysis - Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycles 


1.3. Existing Transit Connections 

King County Metro (Metro) provides bus service to 
Magnolia with three routes (19, 24, and 33) traveling over 
the Magnolia Bridge and one route (31) using W Emerson St. 
Metro Route 994 is a custom bus route designed for private 
school students that utilizes both W Dravus St and the 
Magnolia Bridge. The bus routes that service Magnolia are 
shown in Figure 3. 

Table 1 summarizes the existing transit service. Route 19 
only operates in the peak direction during the commuter peak 
periods (e.g., inbound to downtown in the morning and 
outbound in the afternoon). This route was suspended in 

2014 as part Metro budget cuts, but was later restored in 

2015 with voter-approved funds from the City of Seattle. 
Route 994 only operates on weekdays with two daily trips. In 
total, 51 buses travel over the Magnolia Bridge during the 
three-hour AM commute period while 54 buses use the 
bridge during the three-hour PM commute period. 


Figure 4 Magnolia Transit Network 



Source: King County Metro 


Table 1. Existing Transit Service 




Number of Buses 

Routes 

Destinations Served 

Weekday AM 
Commute Period a 

Weekday PM 
Commute Period b 

RapidRide 

D Line 

Crown Hill, Ballard, Interbay, Seattle Center, and 
Downtown Seattle 

To Downtown: 24 

To Crown Hill: 20 

To Downtown: 23 

To Crown Hill: 25 

24 (& 19 c ) 

Magnolia, Seattle Center, and Downtown Seattle 

To Downtown: 14 

To Magnolia: 6 

To Downtown: 6 

To Magnolia: 15 

31 

Magnolia, Seattle Pacific University, Fremont, 
Wallingford, and the University District 

To University District: 9 

To Magnolia: 4 

To University District: 7 
To Magnolia: 8 

32 

Seattle Center, Interbay, Seattle Pacific University, 
Fremont, Wallingford, and the University District 

To University District: 8 

To Seattle Center: 6 

To University District: 8 
To Seattle Center: 8 

33 

Discovery Park, Interbay, Seattle Center, and 
Downtown Seattle 

To Downtown: 10 

To Discovery Park: 6 

To Downtown: 6 

To Discovery Park: 10 

994 d 

Downtown Seattle, Seattle Center, Magnolia, 

Ballard, University Prep, and Lakeside School 

To Lakeside School: 1 

To Downtown: 0 

To Lakeside School: 0 

To Downtown: 1 


Source: King County Metro Transit Website, November 2018. 
a. AM commute service provided between ~ 6:00 am and 9:00 am 
i b. PM commute service provided between ~ 4:00 pm and 7:00 pm 

c. Route only operates during the weekday peak hours and only serves the peak direction of travel 

d. Custom bus route designed to serve students at private schools in north Seattle. Only operates on weekdays. 
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1.4. Existing Transit Ridership 

Table 2 summarizes the most recent ridership data from the Spring of 2018; 3 Figure 5 shows the total 
number of transit riders entering and exiting Magnolia over the course of an average weekday. A total of 
2970 transit riders cross the Magnolia Bridge during a typical weekday. Figure 5 shows that the 
Magnolia bus routes are primarily utilized by commuters, with large spikes during the morning and 
afternoon commute periods. These transit users also follow typical commuter patterns, with the majority 
leaving Magnolia in the morning and returning to Magnolia in the afternoon. 


Table 2. Average Ridership - Spring 2018 


Average Number of Riders 

Routes 

Data Location 

Weekday AM 
Commute Period a 

Weekday PM 

Commute Period b 

All Day 

RapidRide D Line 

On 15 th AveW 
at Armory Way 

To Downtown: 1025 

To Crown Hill: 400 

To Downtown: 580 

To Crown Hill: 1070 

To Downtown: 3330 

To Crown Hill: 3170 

24 (& 19 c ) 

On the 

Magnolia Bridge. 

To Downtown: 430 

To Downtown: 65 

To Downtown: 780 

To Magnolia: 45 

To Magnolia: 470 

To Magnolia: 860 

31 

On Emerson PI 
at 21 st AveW 

To University District: 100 

To Magnolia: 5 

To University District: 35 

To Magnolia: 55 

To University District: 225 

To Magnolia: 100 

32 

On 15 th AveW 
at Armory Way 

To University District: 70 

To Seattle Center: 65 

To University District: 95 

To Seattle Center: 75 

To University District: 315 

To Seattle Center: 280 

33 

On the 

Magnolia Bridge 

To Downtown: 385 

To Discovery Park: 40 

To Downtown: 75 

To Discovery Park: 320 

To Downtown: 770 

To Discovery Park: 595 


Source: King County Metro Transit, October 2018. Data rounded to the nearest five. No data available for Route 994. 


a. AM commute service provided between ~ 6:00 am and 9:00 am 

b. PM commute service provided between ~ 4:00 pm and 7:00 pm 

c. Routes only operate during the weekday peak hours and only serves the peak direction of travel 


King County Metro, stop level data obtained via email from Chad Armstrong, October 2018. 

^ heffron 

* transportation inc 


February 15, 2019 | 7 







Magnolia Bridge Long Term Replacement Study 
Transportation Analysis - Transit, Pedestrian and Bicycles 


Figure 5. Magnolia Transit Ridership by Time of Day - Average Spring Day 



Source: King County Metro, October 2018. 

Note: Includes ridership on routes 19, 24, 31, and 33. Data collected midspan on Magnolia Bridge and on W Emerson PI at 21 st 
Ave W. No data available for Route 994. 

2. Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Growth 

This section summarizes recent growth trends and highlights some factors that may influence growth of 
transit and non-motorized trips in the future. 

2.1. Pedestrian and Bicycle Growth 

Information from the Seattle Bicycle Master Plan 4 shows that bicycle trips into the core area of 
downtown have increased by 5.5% per year from 1995 to 2011. That growth rate, which is higher than 
population growth in the City, reflects a shift to bicycling from other modes of transportation. For the 
purpose of this analysis, that growth rate was assumed to continue into the future. At that rate, bicycle 
volumes are expected to nearly double by the year 2030. 

Pedestrian volumes would increase due to population growth as well as with increased transit use with 
riders walking to bus stops and major transit stations. The bicycle growth rate of 5.5% was also assumed 
for pedestrian trips. 

2.2. Transit Ridership Growth 

Metro publishes performance metrics for every route in an annual system evaluation. 5 Metro began 
reporting ridership figures in these annual reports in 2013. Figure 6 shows the average weekday 
ridership each year since 2012 for the primary Magnolia routes. The chart shows a generally upward 
trend in transit ridership, with an average annual increase of 4 percent per year. Considering the past 


Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT), April 2014. Figure 2-1 Downtown Bicycling Trends in the City. 

King County Metro, all reports from 2013 Service Guidelines Report to 2018 System Evaluation , 2013 through 2018 
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trends and additional factors described below, it is not unreasonable to expect the 4 percent annual 
growth trend to continue. 

The growth in transit ridership could be fueled further by the construction of higher density 
developments and increases in transit service. Metro reports that routes 24 and 33 regularly experience 
crowding during the peak commute periods and would like to add more buses to these routes. Metro 
Connects , 6 Metro’s long-range plan, shows that Metro hopes to increase the number of buses that utilize 
the Magnolia Bridge and add additional frequent bus service along W Dravus St. 

Sound Transit is currently in the early planning stages for the Ballard Link light rail extension, which 
will bring light rail through Interbay in 2035. The new line will travel on dedicated right-of-way and 
trains will depart every 6 minutes during peak commuter periods. In October 2018, Sound Transit 
presented the three Interbay alignments that will move forward for further analysis; these three routes 
are shown in Figure 7. As shown, all three routes include stations near the Expedia campus (Smith Cove 
station) and the intersection of W Bertona St and 17 th Ave W (Interbay station). The new Ballard line is 
expected to generate significant ridership and will likely result in significant changes to the bus network 
in Magnolia. Metro will revise their network to improve integration with the new light rail line, but they 
will not announce any plans until the line is close to opening. 


Figure 6. Average Weekday Ridership (Both Directions) - Magnolia Routes 2012 to 2017 



04 m *□ 


Source: King County Metro, October 2018. 

Note: Route 31 is excluded because the majority of the boardings and alightings occur outside of Magnolia. Route 994 is excluded 
because it is a custom bus route primarily serving private school students. 


6 King County Metro, Metro Connects, January 2017 
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Figure 7. Sound Transit Ballard Light Rail - Possible Interbay Alignments (Level 2 Screening) 
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3. Impact of Magnolia Bridge Replacement Alternatives 

Analysis was performed for four replacement alternatives. This includes the “In-Kind Replacement” 
that was identified in the 2007/2008 study. It also assesses three additional “lower cost” alternatives that 
were the primary focus of the current study. The four alternatives are briefly described below and 
Alternative 1,2, and 3 are shown on Figure 8. 

3.1. Alternative Descriptions 

In-Kind (1:1) Replacement Alternative would construct a new bridge immediately south of the 
existing Magnolia Bridge. It would have similar connections to 15 th Ave W and 23 rd Ave W as exists 
today. The existing “center ramps” to Terminal 91 would be eliminated. The new bridge would feature a 
non-motorized, multi-use path on the south side with a width of 10 feet. 

Alternative 1 (Components 1> 2A> 5B, 6D, 7 & 8) would remove the existing Magnolia Bridge between 
the BNSF Railroad tracks and the top of the bluff at Thorndyke Ave W. It would build a new bridge over 
the railroad tracks plus a roadway that connects the 15 th Ave W/W Armory Way intersection to Thorndyke 
Ave W just south of W Raye St. Smith Cove and the Elliott Bay Marina would be accessed via a new 
surface road built along the western edge of Terminal 91 (T-91) that would connect to Thorndyke Ave W 
at 20 th Ave W. It would also rebuild and extend the W Garfield St connection west over the railroad tracks 
and extend Alaskan Way north to serve both T-91 and Expedia. The new Armory Way bridge would 
include a non-motorized, mixed-use path on the south side. 

Alternative 2 (Components 1> 2A> 3, 7 & 8) has many of the same components as Alternative 1 except 
that instead of the W Armory Way railroad crossing it would substantially improve the W Dravus Street 
corridor. This alternative would replace the existing tight-diamond ramp configuration at the 15 th Ave 
W/W Dravus St intersection with a modified single-point urban interchange (SPUI). It would also 
upgrade and widen the railroad bridge between 17 th Ave W and 20 th Ave W. 

Alternative 3 (Components 3 and 10) would have the same upgrades in the W Dravus St corridor as 
Alternative 2, but none of the other components. The W Garfield St section would instead be 
reconfigured to include a new bridge that connects 15 th Ave W to 23 rd Ave W. This new structure would 
provide access to Smith Cove, the Elliott Bay Marina, and portions of T-91. The new bridge would 
include a sidewalk. 

No Action Alternative assumes that no improvements are constructed, and the existing Magnolia 
Bridge deteriorates to the point of being closed to all traffic. This condition was evaluated in order to 
quantify the full benefits of the action alternatives. 
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Figure 8. Magnolia Bridge Replacement Alternatives 



Source: SCJ Alliance, July 2018. 
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3.2. Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts 

Although the Magnolia Bridge provides the shortest travel route between the south end of Magnolia and 
Interbay, intersection count data show that few pedestrians and even fewer bicyclists use the existing 
bridge. Non-motorized users favor W Thomdyke and 20 th Ave W and its connections to the Elliott Bay 
Trail and W Dravus St, as well as W Emerson PI, which connects to the Ship Canal Trail and Ballard 
Bridge. For all four of the replacement alternatives, it is likely that this paradigm will remain. 

Although the In-Kind Replacement Alternative would have substantially improved non-motorized 
facilities, it has no planned connections to the Elliott Bay Trail. For trips returning to Magnolia, it would 
also continue to be a steeper climb than the existing route via Thorndyke Ave W. It is expected that the 
Magnolia Bridge would attract relatively small increases in bicycle and pedestrian traffic destined to 
downtown or local employment destinations such as at Expedia or Terminal 91, as well as the future 
Sound Transit Link Station at Smith Cove. However, trips destined to areas north such as Ballard or 
Fremont, as well as trips to the future Interbay Link Station, would continue to use existing travel routes 
to the non-motorized trails and W Dravus St. 

Alternative 1 would provide a new route choice across the railroad tracks, with improved connections to 
the Elliott Bay Trail via 20 th Ave W. It would likely attract use similar to the existing Magnolia Bridge 
for trips destined to commercial areas along 15 th Ave W (e.g., Whole Foods). As with the In-Kind 
Replacement, trips to the north and east as well as to the Link Station would use other routes. The small 
number of trips that now use the Magnolia Bridge would likely shift to the new Armory St Bridge. 

Alternatives 2 and 3 would improve facilities along W Dravus St. This would improve connections to 
local commercial areas and the future Interbay Link Station. Since W Dravus Street is quite distant from 
the existing Magnolia Bridge, any pedestrians that now use the Magnolia Bridge may shift to other 
modes of travel. Bicyclists could use the existing route to the Elliott Bay Trail via Thorndyke and 20 th 
Ave W. 

Overall, there is little difference among the four Alternatives to pedestrian and bicycle mobility. 

Existing travel routes are expected to be used regardless of the alternative chosen. The small number of 
pedestrians and bicyclists who now use Magnolia Bridge would need to divert elsewhere with any of the 
other alternatives. 

3.3. Transit Impacts 

The Magnolia Bridge is a critical part of the existing Magnolia transit network, providing the fastest and 
most reliable connection between Magnolia and Downtown Seattle. However, once the Ballard light rail 
extension opens, it is possible that Metro will divert buses that now connect Magnolia and Downtown 
Seattle to local routes that provide more frequent service to the Link stations. 

Until Link Service begins, Alternatives 1, 2 or 3 would increase the travel times along routes that now 
use the Magnolia Bridge. Travel time analysis performed as part of the Magnolia Bridge Long-Term 
Replacement Study, Traffic Analysis: Future Traffic Forecasts and Operation 7 estimated the change in 
travel time due to the various alternatives. Transit trips will differ from vehicle trips due to the 
advantage provided by the transit lanes on the 15 th /Elliott Ave corridor. For trips into downtown in the 
morning, Alternative 1 is estimated to increase travel times by about 10 minutes during the AM peak 
hour compared to the In-Kind Replacement; Alternative 2 would increase travel time by 10 minutes, and 
Alternative 3 would increase travel time by 27 minutes. In the afternoon, the return trips are estimated to 
increase by 4 minutes for Alternative 1, 8 minutes for Alternative 2, and 7 minutes for Alternative 3. 


7 Heffron Transportation, Inc., October 23, 2018. 
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These travel times assume the existing business access & transit (BAT) lanes remain on Elliott/15 th Ave 
W in the future analysis year. 

After Sound Transit’s Link Service begins, the new alternatives could provide better local transit 
connections between Magnolia and new station locations. Alternatives 2 and 3 could enhance bus 
connections to the future Interbay Station, expected to be located north of W Dravus Street. 

3.4. Impact Summary 

Table 3 provides a qualitative evaluation and comparison of each alternative based on several 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit performance metrics. 


Table 3.Evaluation of Non-Motorized and Transit Performance by Alternative 


Bicycles and Pedestrians 

In-kind (1:1) 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 3 

Non-motorized connection between upper-Magnolia and Elliott/15 ttl Ave W corridor 

• 

C 

0 

0 

Integration with existing non-motorized infrastructure (trails and PBL facilities) 

0 

• 

• 

C 

Non-motorized connection between Elliott/15 th Ave W Corridor and Smith Cove 

• 

€ 

0 

• 

Transit 

Bus connection between upper-Magnolia and Downtown Seattle 

• 

C 

0 

0 

Bus connection between upper-Magnolia and Smith Cove light rail station 

• 

C 

0 

0 

Bus connection between upper-Magnolia and Interbay light rail station 

€ 

€ 

• 

• 

Bus connection between upper-Magnolia and Interbay shopping area with Whole Foods 

€ 

• 

0 

0 

Bus service near T-91 and Smith Cove Marina 

• 

0 

0 

0 


• Good Performance © Average Performance © Poor Performance 


RHF/MCH 


MBRS - Transit and Non-motorized Tech Memo-FINAL O21519.docx 
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Technical Memo 


Wes Ducey/SDOT 
° KitLoo/SDOT 

From: Lisa Reid/SCJ Alliance 

Date: March 25, 2019 

Project: Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 

Subject Cost Estimate Summary 


The purpose of this memo is to briefly document the methodology used to prepare cost estimates for the 
Magnolia Bridge Planning Study Alternatives, including: 

♦ Alternative 1 - Armory Way Bridge 

♦ Alternative 2 - Dravus Street Upgrade 

♦ Alternative 3 - Lower Magnolia Bridge 

♦ Alternative 4-In-Kind Replacement 

1. Construction Costs 

1.1. Alternative 4 - In-Kind Replacement 

HNTB completed a 30% design of the in-kind bridge replacement in along with an engineer's estimate of 
cost based on the 30% quantities. The construction-only portion of this estimate totaled $98.4M in 2006 
dollars. Ott-Sakai's construction management expert reviewed the HNTB estimate for both thoroughness 
and to update unit costs to 2018 dollars. 

The review indicated that two bid items were missing for traffic control and shaft excavation - unforeseen 
conditions. The latter is significant given the depth of the shafts and the existing soil conditions. Both 
items were added, and all unit costs were escalated to 2018 dollars to be consistent with the other 
component-level cost estimates developed and discussed below. This resulted in an escalation of the 
construction-only portion of the estimate to $197.8M including two component-level costs as shown in 
Table 1. 

Table 1. Construction Costs for Alternative 4 - In-Kind Replacement 



Alternative 4 

Summary Cost Item Description 

Unit 

Unit Price 

Estimated Cost 

HNTB Replacement Cost 2018$ 

LS 

$ 191,123,000 

$ 191,123,000 

Magnolia Bridge Demolition 

LS 

$ 6,674,000 

$ 6,674,000 

Construction Cost Total 

$ 197,797,000 
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1.2. Alternatives 1-3 

A planning level cost estimate was prepared for each of the components and then these costs were 
combined with the costs described above to calculate the cost of each of the alternatives. 

1.2.1. Component Cost Estimates 

To be consistent with Alternative 4, HNTB's escalated cost estimate was used to calculate construction 
costs for Component 10 by isolating the bid items applicable to that portion of the construction. In 
addition, the escalated HNTB Magnolia Bridge demolition cost calculated for Alternative 4 was used 
for all alternatives. 

The planning level cost estimates for components IB, 2A, 3, 5B, 6D, 7 and 8 were based on conceptual 
layouts of each of these components. These layouts include horizontal linework showing lanes, 
sidewalks, and edge of pavement and vertical profiles for each of the components. Profiles are based 
on Google Earth™ data that is publicly available. No 3D models were developed; therefore wall and 
bridge locations were based on the conceptual profiles. 

Planning level component cost estimates were based on the following: 

■ Major earthwork, removals, paving, and wall quantities were calculated based on the 
conceptual profiles and 2018 unit bid item costs were applied to get item costs. 

■ Illumination, utility, and drainage systems were estimated based on the length of the project. 

■ Bridge costs were estimated based on the per sf cost based on structure depth/type. 

■ Other significant items were estimated as a percentage of the length of the project or as a 
percentage of the overall cost of the other components. 

■ The planning level estimates included 10% allowance for miscellaneous items. 

Individual component construction costs were calculated as shown in Table 2 


Table 2. Construction Cost per Component 


Summary Cost Item Description 

Unit 

Unit Price 

Component IB Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 

13,396,000 

Component 2A Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 

1,004,000 

Component 3 Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 

44,712,000 

Component 5B Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 

45,411,000 

Component 6D Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 

2,792,000 

Component 7 Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 

43,544,000 

Component 8 Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 

1,576,000 

Component 10 Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 

67,063,000 

HNTB Replacement Cost 2018$ 

LS 

$ 

191,123,000 

Magnolia Bridge Demolition 

LS 

$ 

6,674,000 
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1.2.1. Alternative Cost Estimates 

The component level cost estimates were combined to get construction cost estimates for each of the 
alternatives as shown in Table 3. 

Table 3. Construction Costs per Alternative 


Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Summary Cost Item Description 

Unit 

Estimated Cost 

Estimated Cost 

Estimated Cost 

Component IB Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 13,396,000 

$ 13,396,000 


Component 2A Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 1,004,000 

$ 1,004,000 


Component 3 Construction Cost 

LS 


$ 44,712,000 

$ 44,712,000 

Component 5B Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 45,411,000 



Component 6D Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 2,792,000 



Component 7 Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 43,544,000 

$ 43,544,000 


Component 8 Construction Cost 

LS 

$ 1,576,000 

$ 1,576,000 


Component 10 Construction Cost 

LS 



$ 67,063,000 

Magnolia Bridge Demolition 

LS 

$ 6,674,000 

$ 6,674,000 

$ 6,674,000 


Construction Cost Total $114,397,000 $110,906,000 $118,449,000 


2. Right-of-Way Costs 

Right-of-way (ROW) costs in the Puget Sound region are changing quickly and are very difficult to estimate. In 
addition, much of the ROW needed for this project is owned by the Port of Seattle and little data exists for 
valuation purposes. Right-of-way takes were calculated per SF for each component as noted below: 

♦ Component IB: ROW width was based on SDOT's typical ROW sections per Streets Illustrated (50'). 

♦ Components 2A and 6D: Improvements fit within the City's existing ROW and no take is needed. 

♦ Component 3: A ROW take for SPUI improvements that did not fit within the City's 15 th Ave W and 
Dravus ROW was calculated. 

♦ Component 5B: A ROW take for improvements that did not fit within the City's Armory Way ROW was 
calculated. 

♦ Component 7: The relative ROW take from HNTB's 30% design was used and added to additional ROW 
needed for the loop ramp to provide SDOT's typical ROW section per Streets Illustrated (50'). 

♦ Component 8: A ROW take for improvements that did not fit within the City's Magnolia Street Bridge 
ROW was calculated. 

♦ Component 10: The relative ROW take from HNTB's 30% design was used. 

The per SF cost used to calculate ROW cost was based on HNTB's 2006 estimate. We escalated the ROW cost 
based on the same escalation in King County Parcel Values for adjacent commercial property's escalations over 
the period from 2006 to 2018. When escalated, the cost of ROW including acquisition and costs to cure was 
$125/SF resulting in the ROW costs per component shown in Table 4. 


MBPS Cost Estimate Summary 2019-0325.docx 


2019-0326 | 3 of 4 




















SCJ Alliance 

CONSULTING SERVICES 


Table 4. Right-of-Way Costs Per Component 


Summary Cost Item Description 

Unit 

Unit Price 

Component IB ROW Cost 

LS 

$ 29,480,000 

Component 2A ROW Cost 

LS 

$0 

Component 3 ROW Cost 

LS 

$ 3,406,800 

Component 5B ROW Cost 

LS 

$ 5,847,000 

Component 6D ROW Cost 

LS 

$0 

Component 7 ROW Cost 

LS 

$ 4,176,000 

Component 8 ROW Cost 

LS 

$ 5,093,000 

Component 10 ROW Cost 

LS 

$ 41,000,000 

HNTB Replacement Cost 2018$ ROW 

LS 

$ 48,544,000 


In addition to these ROW costs, the potential exists to "exchange" ROW along the existing Magnolia Bridge 
when it is replaced and offset the costs of the new ROW that is not reflected in the cost estimates. The 
estimated cost of an equivalent exchange of ROW is up to $14.5M. 
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Technical Memo 


Wes Ducey/SDOT 
° Kit Loo/SDOT 

From: Lisa Reid/SCJ Alliance 

Date: March 25, 2019 

Project: Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 

Subject Construction Durations and Impacts Summary 


The purpose of this memo is to briefly document the methodology used to calculate comparative construction 
durations and impacts for the Magnolia Bridge Planning Study Alternatives, including: 

♦ Alternative 1 - Armory Way Bridge 

♦ Alternative 2 - Dravus Street Upgrade 

♦ Alternative 3 - Lower Magnolia Bridge 

♦ Alternative 4-In-Kind Replacement 

1. Construction Durations 

Construction durations are simply the number of months included in the construction schedule for each 
alternative. These durations were calculated as noted below: 

♦ Alternatives 1-3: High-level schedules were prepared for Alternatives 1 through 3 based on the 
components to be constructed and the estimated cost of each component (as a basis of construction 
durations). The schedules were developed to ensure that there was always one access point to the Port 
of Seattle and to Magnolia that wasn't under significant construction. 

♦ Alternative 4: HNTB included a construction schedule in the Type Size & Location (TS&L) study they 
prepared in 2005, while they were completing the 30% design. That schedule was reviewed for 
completeness and our construction management expert concurred with the schedule logic and 
durations. 

Each of those schedules is attached to this memo and is summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1. Schedule Durations by Alternative 


Alternative 

Schedule Duration 

Alternative 1 

29 months 

Alternative 2 

29 months 

Alternative 3 

35 months 

Alternative 4 

31 months 
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2. Construction Impacts 

Construction impacts were defined as the number of months that the public would experience impacts resulting 
from capacity constraining work occurring on existing roadways. The attached schedules show blue highlighted 
bars across the months where these impacts would be experienced, and they are summarized in Table 2. The 
notes below further explain the assumptions made for each alternative. 

♦ Alternative 1: Work on Components 1 and 2 will not affect existing roadways and was not considered 
when calculating months of construction impacts. In addition, most of the work on Component 5B will 
not significantly impact the capacity of existing roadways and was excluded. The work on Components 7 
and 8 will affect existing roadways significantly and was included in the calculation of months of 
construction impacts. 

♦ Alternative 2: Nearly all work on Components 3, 7 and 8 will result in significant impacts to existing 
roadways and was included in the calculation of months of construction impacts. 

♦ Alternative 3: Nearly all of the work on Components 3 and 10 will result in significant impacts to existing 
roadways and was included in the calculation of months of construction impacts. 

♦ Alternative 4: The work on the In-Kind replacement is significant and is occurring along the existing 
Magnolia Bridge throughout this Alternative. We assumed the same number of months as Alternative 3 
would be excluded from calculation of months of construction impacts (4 months) for consistency. 

Table 2. Construction Impacts by Alternative 


Alternative 

Schedule Impacts 

Alternative 1 

14 months 

Alternative 2 

26 months 

Alternative 3 

31 months 

Alternative 4 

27 months 


MBPS Construction Durations and Impact Summary 2019-0326.docx 


2019-0326 | 2 of 2 








SDOT - Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 
Alternative Schedules 

Forrest Dill - Ott-Sakai 18 10 09, REVISED by Lisa Reid 18 10 31 


Alternative 1 Months 




UM 

Quantity 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

1 

Component 1 







































2 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 




































3 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

4,073 




































4 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

4,073 



































5 

Roadway Excavation 

CY 

5,677 




































6 

Select Borrow 

CY 

2,817 




































7 

Slope Stabilization Walls 

SF 

12,000 



































8 

MSE Retaining Walls 

SF 

5,400 



































9 

Utilities 

LS 

1 


































10 

Illumination 

EA 

24 




































11 

Pavement and Striping 

LF 

4,073 




































12 

Landscaping 

SF 

8,000 





































13 

Closeout 

LS 

1 




































14 

Component 2A 







































15 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 




































16 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

1,389 




































17 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

1,389 




































18 

Roadway Excavation 

CY 

347 





































19 

Select Borrow 

CY 

3,286 





































20 

Utilities 

LS 

1 




































21 

Illumination 

EA 

4 





































22 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

1,389 





































23 

Landscaping 

SF 

400 





































24 

Closeout 

LS 

1 





































25 

Component 5B 







































26 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 



































27 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

4,263 




































28 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

4,263 



































29 

Roadway and Structure Excavation 

CY 

2,099 




































30 

Select Borrow 

CY 

64,246 




































31 

MSE Retaining Walls 

SF 

49,300 

































32 

Armory Bridge over 15th and Armory 

SF 

30,800 
































33 

Armory Bridge over BNSF and 20th 

SF 

32,550 






























34 

Utilities 

LS 

1 
































35 

Illumination 

EA 

12 


































36 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

4,263 




































37 

Landscaping 

SF 

813 





































38 

Closeout 

LS 

1 



































39 

Component 6D 







































40 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 




































41 

Phase 1 







































42 

Traffic Switch 

LS 

1 





































43 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

1,389 




































44 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

1,389 




































45 

Remove Flatwork, Pavement, and Storm 

LF 

3,450 





































46 

Select Borrow 

CY 

697 





































47 

Utilities 

LS 

1 




































48 

Signal - Thorndyke and Armory 

EA 

1 




































49 

Signal Modifications - 15th and Armory 

EA 

1 




































50 

Illumination 

EA 

2 





































51 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

1,389 




































52 

Phase 2 







































53 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

1,389 




































54 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

1,389 





































Construction Impacting Capacity = 14 mon 
Construction Duration = 29 mon 
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Alternative 1 


Months 




UM 

Quantity 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

55 

Remove Flatwork, Pavement, and Storm 

LF 

3,450 




































56 

Select Borrow 

CY 

697 





































57 

Utilities 

LS 

1 





































58 

Signal - Thorndyke and Armory 

EA 

1 




































59 

Signal Modifications - 15th and Armory 

EA 

1 




































60 

Illumination 

EA 

2 





































61 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

1,389 




































62 

Traffic Signal Startup 

EA 

2 





































63 

Landscaping 

SF 

1,160 





































64 

Closeout 

LS 

1 




































65 

Component 7 







































66 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 



































67 

Bridge Girder Fabrication 

LS 

1 


































68 

Demolish Existing Magnolia Bridge 

LS 

1 



































69 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

1,000 





































70 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

1,000 





































71 

Structure Excavation 

CY 

280 





































72 

Select Borrow 

CY 

5,940 




































73 

MSE Retaining Walls 

SF 

36,000 




















l 













74 

Replacement Magnolia over BNSF only 

SF 

77,825 































75 

Signal Modifications - 15th and Garfield 

EA 

1 




































76 

Utilities 

LS 

1 




































77 

Illumination 

EA 

6 




































78 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

4,263 




































79 

Landscaping 

SF 

928 





































80 

Closeout 

LS 

1 



































81 





































82 

Component 8 







































83 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 




































84 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

779 















Demo Bridge 




















85 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

779 





































86 

Utilities 

LS 

1 




































87 

Illumination 

EA 

4 





































88 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

779 





































89 

Closeout 

LS 

1 





































Month 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 


Alternative 1 Total 


Schedule Assumptions 

1 The construction contract work days start 21 calendar days after contract execution. The Bid/Award/Contract Execution process duration is about 3 months. 

2 The Closeout activity includes punchlist and opening the project to traffic. The contract paperwork completion is not included. 

3 Weather constraints are not included. Winter weather will constrain HMA Paving, Landscaping, and other work contrained by wet and/or cold weather. 

4 Railroad restrictions like Christmas Holiday closures are not included in this schedule. 

5 The schedule activities are shown as Early Start 

6 Moved Demo of Component 7 to start after Component 5B is operational. 
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SDOT - Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 
Alternative Schedules 

Forrest Dill - Ott-Sakai 18 10 09, REVISED by Lisa Reid 18 10 31 


Alternative 2 Months 




UM 

Quantity 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

1 

Component 1 







































2 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 




































3 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

4,073 




































4 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

4,073 



































5 

Roadway Excavation 

CY 

5,677 




































6 

Select Borrow 

CY 

2,817 




































7 

Slope Stabilization Walls 

SF 

12,000 



































8 

MSE Retaining Walls 

SF 

5,400 



































9 

Utilities 

LS 

1 


































10 

Illumination 

EA 

24 




































11 

Pavement and Striping 

LF 

4,073 




































12 

Landscaping 

SF 

8,000 





































13 

Closeout 

LS 

1 




































14 





































15 

Component 2A 







































16 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 




































17 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

1,389 




































18 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

1,389 




































19 

Roadway Excavation 

CY 

347 





































20 

Select Borrow 

CY 

3,286 





































21 

Utilities 

LS 

1 




































22 

Illumination 

EA 

4 





































23 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

1,389 





































24 

Landscaping 

SF 

400 





































25 

Closeout 

LS 

1 





































26 





































27 

Component 3 







































28 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 



































29 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

4,263 




































30 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

4,263 



































31 

Roadway and Structure Excavation 

CY 

9,810 




































32 

Select Borrow 

CY 

3,286 




































33 

MSE Retaining Walls 

SF 

45,084 




l 





























34 

Widen Dravus Bridge over BNSF 

SF 

23,180 






























35 

Widen Dravus Bridge at 15th SPUI 

SF 

45,500 






rz 


























36 

Utilities 

LS 

1 
































37 

Signal - 15th and Dravus SPUI 

EA 

1 



































38 

Signal Modifications - 20th and Dravus 

EA 

1 



































39 

Remove Signal - 15th and Dravus 

EA 

2 












1 
























40 

Temporary Signal - 15th and Dravus 

EA 

1 



































41 

Illumination 

EA 

12 





































42 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

4,263 




































43 

Landscaping 

SF 

11,692 





































44 

Closeout 

LS 

1 



































45 





































46 

Component 7 







































47 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 



































48 

Bridge Girder Fabrication 

LS 

1 


































49 

Demolish Existing Magnolia Bridge 

LS 

1 



































50 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

1,000 





































51 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

1,000 





































52 

Structure Excavation 

CY 

280 





































53 

Select Borrow 

CY 

5,940 




































54 

MSE Retaining Walls 

SF 

36,000 



































Construction Impacting Capacity = 26 mos 
Construction Duration = 29 mon 
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Alternative 2 


Months 




UM 

Quantity 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

201 

211 

22 

123 

124 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

55 

Replacement Magnolia over BNSF only 

SF 

77,825 































56 

Signal Modifications - 15th and Garfield 

EA 

1 




































57 

Utilities 

LS 

1 




































58 

Illumination 

EA 

6 




































59 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

4,263 




































60 

Landscaping 

SF 

928 





































61 

Closeout 

LS 

1 



































62 





































63 

Component 8 







































64 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 




































65 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

779 














Demo Bridge 






Complete New Bridge 












66 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

779 





































67 

Utilities 

LS 

1 




































68 

Illumination 

EA 

4 





































69 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

779 





































70 

Closeout 

LS 

1 














































































Month 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 


Alternative 2 Total 


Schedule Assumptions 

1 The construction contract work days start 21 calendar days after contract execution. The Bid/Award/Contract Execution process duration is about 3 months. 

2 The Closeout activity includes punchlist and opening the project to traffic. The contract paperwork completion is not included. 

3 Weather constraints are not included. Winter weather will constrain HMA Paving, Landscaping, and other work contrained by wet and/or cold weather. 

4 Railroad restrictions like Christmas Holiday closures are not included in this schedule. 

5 The schedule activities are shown as Early Start 

6 Moved Demo of Component 7 to start after Component 3 is operational. 
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SDOT - Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 
Alternative Schedules 

Forrest Dill - Ott-Sakai 18 10 09, REVISED by Lisa Reid 18 10 31 


Alternative 3 Months 




UM 

Quantity 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 
































1 

Component 3 







































2 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 



































3 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

4,263 




































4 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

4,263 



































5 

Roadway and Structure Excavation 

CY 

9,810 




































6 

Select Borrow 

CY 

3,286 




































7 

MSE Retaining Walls 

SF 

45,084 


































8 

Widen Dravus Bridge over BNSF 

SF 

23,180 






























9 

Widen Dravus Bridge at 15th SPUI 

SF 

45,500 































10 

Utilities 

LS 

1 
































11 

Signal - 15th and Dravus SPUI 

EA 

1 





































12 

Signal Modifications - 20th and Dravus 

EA 

1 





































13 

Remove Signal - 15th and Dravus 

EA 

2 





































14 

Temporary Signal - 15th and Dravus 

EA 

1 





































15 

Illumination 

EA 

12 





































16 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

4,263 




































17 

Landscaping 

SF 

11,692 





































18 

Closeout 

LS 

1 



































19 





































20 

Component 10 







































21 

Mob and Subm/Appr 

LS 

1 



































22 

Bridge Girder Fabrication 

LS 

1 
































23 

Demolish Existing Magnolia Bridge 

LS 

1 


































24 

TESC / Clear and Grub 

LF 

1,000 





































25 

Survey, Demo and Grading 

LF 

1,000 





































26 

Structure Excavation 

CY 

340 





































27 

Select Borrow 

CY 

1,557 




































28 

MSE Retaining Walls 

SF 

24,000 

































29 

Replacement Magnolia over BNSF only 

SF 

119,220 


























30 

Utilities 

LS 

1 




































31 

Signal Modifications - 15th and Garfield 

EA 

1 




































32 

Illumination 

EA 

6 




































33 

Flatwork, Pavement, and Striping 

LF 

3,500 




































34 

Landscaping 

SF 

928 





































35 

Closeout 

LS 

1 














































































Month 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 


Alternative 3 Total 


Construction Impacting Capacity = 31 mon 
Construction Duration = 35 mon 


Schedule Assumptions 

1 The construction contract work days start 21 calendar days after contract execution. The Bid/Award/Contract Execution process duration is about 3 months. 

2 The Closeout activity includes punchlist and opening the project to traffic. The contract paperwork completion is not included. 

3 Weather constraints are not included. Winter weather will constrain HMA Paving, Landscaping, and other work contrained by wet and/or cold weather. 

4 Railroad restrictions like Christmas Holiday closures are not included in this schedule. 

5 The schedule activities are shown as Early Start 

6 Moved Demo of Component 10 to start after Component 3 is operational. 
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Figure 76 

Concrete Box Construction Schedule 
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Figure 77 

Concrete Box Construction Schedule 
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STUDY PURPOSE 


Environmental impacts have weathered the Magnolia Bridge. We perform regular maintenance 
and frequent inspections on the bridge to ensure it is safe to use. However, in the long-term, 
we'll need a replacement. In 2002, we identified more than 20 options. Ultimately, the 
community's desire drove the decision for an in-kind replacement south of the existing bridge. 
Unfortunately, we haven't obtained funding to complete the design and construct it. The Levy to 
Move Seattle included funding to use the recommendations from the 2002 replacement study as 
a basis for identifying a lower-cost alternative that maintains a similar level of service similar for 
current traffic conditions and to draft a Magnolia Bridge Planning Study (planning study). 

Once a lower-cost alternative is identified, it will be presented alongside the cost and traffic 
analysis of the in-kind replacement selected through the 2002 Magnolia Bridge Study. This study 
creates a foundation for making decisions on next steps for funding and design. 


■s? 


Stakeholder Workshop* Pc rt Of Sb attie, Magnolia 
Chamber. Magnolia Community On until, King County 
Metro,-Seattle Parks and Racreati on, Seattle Do pa rim Oh t 
ol Transportation, Sound Transit. Queen Anns Community 
Council, Magnolia Iniorbay Quo on An no Disaster 
Praparsdnsos, SenseVExpedia, BIM5F 

Community Council* and Other Community Group 
Briefing* to inform public of the study purpose and present 
initial components- for comment and questions 


% if 


Pr»flrt to SCOT Directors, Mayor, and Council Members 

to rwieey inidaland technical screening and preseAnt 
alternatives 


W 

S 


Drop-in Sessions and Online Open House & Survey 

to describe Magnolia Bridge history, revisw evaluation 
process, present alternatives, and collect community input 

finalize A net natives Analysis and Present to SCOT 
Directors, Mayor, and elected officials to summarize 
community feedback, present the In-kimf replacement 
and an alternate cost. & traffic trade-offs, and frame the 
hunting package discussion 

Ongoing Outreach Activities to Conduct an intercept Survey 
In Magnolia Village to better understaod behaviors among 
people visiting and working mere and share results of 
public: input and technical anatyfiii 



Emergency Closure Plan 




Technical screening of components 
to identify viable alternatives 




Perform alternatives 
analysis 


ff 


Present analysis and 
rifommiioa 




Listen ingte community & agencies 
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Outreach Overview 

Outreach prior to June helped inform an Emergency Transportation Response Plan should one 
or more bridges to Magnolia be closed and identify possible lower-cost replacement 
alternatives. This summary focuses on June outreach to help rank the resulting 3 lower-cost 
alternatives and related components and to inform the planning study. The planning study will 
also update cost estimates and traffic data for the in-kind replacement. 

Our outreach objective was to work closely with the Magnolia community to understand their 
mobility needs as we move forward in determining the best alternative solution for the aging 
Magnolia Bridge. In June 2018, we hosted 4 drop-in sessions to share the history of the bridge, 
provide information about the planning study, introduce the three possible lower-cost 
alternatives, introduce the components that make up each of the three alternatives, and gather 
feedback on the community's most and least preferred alternative and most and least preferred 
component. We also handed out comment cards and a link to the project email address to 
attendees for open-ended feedback. 

In addition to the 4 drop-in sessions, we also launched an online open house and survey from 
June 13 - July 1, 2018. The online open house provided the same information as the drop-in 
sessions. The survey asked for demographic information to help us assess how inclusive our 
outreach was, participants travel habits, and alternatives and components rankings. The survey 
also provided an opportunity for open-ended feedback. 

We promoted the events through local news sources and blogs including Queen Anne & 

Magnolia News, Seattle Times, the Magnolia Community Council (MCC), the project listserv, and 
the project webpage. We posted flyers throughout the community and shared information 
through the SDOT and MCC Facebook pages, respectively. For a full list of notifications and 
locations, please see Appendix A. 

The information gathered from these outreach events will be used in the alternatives analysis 
phase. Participant feedback is summarized in the following sections of this report. For a 
complete list of comments received, please see Appendices C-F. 

DROP-IN SESSIONS 

On June 12 and June 21, 2018, we hosted drop-in sessions for the Magnolia Bridge Planning 
Study project at Uptown Espresso (3223 W McGraw St) in Magnolia. The meetings were from 8 
AM to 10 AM. 

On June 14 and June 20, 2018, we hosted evening drop-in sessions at Magnolia Park Parking Lot 
(1461 Magnolia Blvd W) in Magnolia. The meetings were from 5 PM to 7 PM. 

We selected event locations for high visibility, and we held events over a period of two weeks to 
encourage as much participation as possible. 
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Stations 

The materials associated with each station are listed below. (The full display boards, handouts, 
project business cards, and comment cards are listed in Appendix B.) 

• SDOT sign-in table 

o Welcome board - sign-in sheets, handouts, project business cards, comment 
cards 

• SDOT Magnolia Bridge Planning Study boards 

o History of Magnolia Bridge board - history and background of the Magnolia 
Bridge 

o Description of the 3 alternatives board - graphical representations of each 
alternative and the components in each 

o Description of the 10 components board - graphical representations and 
descriptions of each component 

o Traffic analysis board - travel time analysis of current conditions versus each 
proposed alternative 

o Comparison chart board - criteria for alternatives analysis along with preliminary 
results of the 3 alternatives 

o Alternatives feedback activity board - graphical representation of the 3 

alternatives with space for participants to rank them using their green and red 
dots 

o Components feedback activity board - graphical representation of the 

components with space for participants to rank them using their green and red 
dots 

• Aerial map table - Magnolia neighborhood aerial map for reference 

Attendance 

A total of 277 people signed in at the 4 drop-in sessions. Registration totals for each session are 
outlined as follows: 

• June 12, Uptown Espresso: 74 

• June 14, Magnolia Park Parking Lot: 110 

• June 20, Magnolia Park Parking Lot: 42 

• June 21, Uptown Espresso: 51 
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Photographs 



Figure 1: Project Manager Wes Ducey answers questions at the Alternatives table 



Figure 2 - Consultant Lisa Reid answers technical questions about the alternatives 
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Feedback Boards 

Each drop-in session featured feedback boards with space for participants to rank the 
alternatives and components using colored dots: green for most important and red for least 
important. Photos of these boards as well as summary tables are available in Appendix C. The 
comparison of rankings among the lower-cost alternatives are in the “Results" section. 

ONLINE OPEN HOUSE AND SURVEY 


On June 13, 2018 an online open house and survey launched at 

magnoliabridge.participate.online. The survey closed Sunday, July 1, 2018 and included 3 
sections: 

• About You - travel and commute habits 

• Alternatives Survey - ranking most and least important alternative and component(s) 

• Demographic Survey - open-ended comments and participant demographic information 

186 respondents took the survey. The full questions and results for each of these sections are 
available in Appendix F. A summary of responses is included below in the “Results" section. 

RESULTS 


Both the drop-in sessions and online survey solicited feedback on the lower-cost alternatives 
and components. While the focus of outreach was to get feedback on possible lower-cost 
replacement alternatives, most participants made it clear their preferred alternative was an in- 
kind replacement. Many hesitated to rank the alternatives because they did not want feedback to 
be construed as support for a lower-cost one. Staff requested feedback on their preferred 
alternative via comment cards and the open-ended comment box on the online survey. Staff also 
encouraged participants to learn more about the other options to help better inform the final 
planning study. For those willing to participate, Alternative 1: Armory Bridge, etc. and 
Component 5B: W Armory Way Bridge ranked the highest of the 3 lower-cost options. Those 
living along Thorndyke and near the intersection of Halliday and Thorndyke, areas directly 
adjacent to Alternative 1 and Component 5B, shared concerns centered around quality of life and 
property investments. 

Drop-In Sessions 

As noted above, we asked participants to rank the lower-cost alternatives as most important and 
least important. The total number of stickers (votes) for most important (green) and least 
important (red) were totaled for each drop-in session and are shown in the graph below. 
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Attendees ranked Component 5B as most important with a total of 105 votes. 

NOTE: Component 5A was mislabeled on the display board and therefore received only one vote. 

Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 9 







Online Survey 

Results of the online survey varied slightly from the feedback activity presented at the 4 drop-in 
sessions. We asked participants of the survey to rank the alternatives and components from 
most important to least important. 

Lower-Cost Alternatives Ranked 
as Most Important from 
Online Survey 



Alternative I Alternative II Alternative III 


Survey respondents ranked Alternative 1 highest among the lower-cost alternatives with a total 

of 104 votes. 


The graph below shows the components survey respondents ranked as most important. 
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from the Online Survey 



Survey respondents ranked Component 5B ranked as most important with a total of 94 votes. 
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What We Heard 

Below are key themes and questions from the comments we received. We received written 
comments through drop-in sessions, through the online survey, and via email can be found in 
their entirety in Appendix D, E and G. Personal information has been removed. 

• The majority of the Magnolia community who participated want the in-kind replacement 
of the Magnolia Bridge 

• Alternative I and Component 5B ranked highest 

• There is concern that implementing Component 5B W Armory Way Bridge would reduce 
parking and access to nearby residences, as well as increase light and noise pollution 

• Based on current conditions and experiences, many participants did not feel W Dravus St 
could be improved to a level that would support the additional trips 

• Many believed emergency response times would be slowed with the 3 lower-cost 
alternatives 

• Some felt we did not fully understand the diminished accessibility of Magnolia during 
inclement weather, and they were not clear that the alternatives could provide secure 
access during these times 

• Some participants asked if we'd considered a Local Improvement District (LID) or tolling 
to secure funding 

The Magnolia Community Council created a community survey to solicit feedback from the 
community. This survey was not City or SDOT-led. The results of this survey in Appendix H. 
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Appendix A: Notifications 


Flyer 


MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY JUNE 2018 


The SeaiiLe Department of Transportation is 
working closely with the Magnolia community to 
better understand its mobility needs as we move 
toward in determining the best alternative 
solution for the replacement of the aging 
Magnolia Bridge. We're committed to proactively 
identifying and delivering the most efficient, cost 
effective solution in a timely manner. 

Join us for any of the com munity drop-in 
sessions to talk about the 3 possible alternatives 
and to have your voice heard. Information at 
each event wiLl be the same so pick the time 
most convenient for you. 


PLEASE JOIN US! 

COMMUNITY DROP-IN SESSIONS 

8AM-10AM: 

• June 12: Uptown Espresso, 3223 W McGraw St 

• June 21: Uptown Espresso, 3223 W McGraw St 

5 PM-7 PM: 

• June 14: Magnolia Park Parking Lot, 1461 Magnolia Blvd W 

• June 20: Magnolia Park Parking Lot, 1461 Magnolia Blvd W 

Well also launch an online open house and survey with fhe same information 
start ing June 13. The survey will remain open until Sunday, July 1. 

Vis it www. s eatt le.gov/tran spo rtati on/mag no lia brid gep Ian n in g 



Contact a 


t Seattle 

^•4 

Send questions orcamments EDTTfi®tolB4)nd^0BsflBflfe^ « 

1 

D Department of 
Transportation 

M©VE SEATTLE 
000000 


Distributed to the following locations on June 7, 2018 

• Uptown Espresso, 3223 W McGraw St 

• Magnolia Community Center, 2550 34th 
Ave W 

• Seattle Public Library - Magnolia Branch, 

2801 34th Ave W 

• Metropolitan Market, 3830 34th Ave W 

• QFC, 1600 W Dravus St 

• Alberstons, 2550 32nd Ave W 

• Niko's Gyros, 2231 32nd Ave W 

• Serendipity Cafe, 3222A W McGraw St 


• Our Lady of Fatima Parrish, 3218 W Barrett 
St 

• Our Lady of Fatima Parrish School, 3301 W 
Dravus St 

Distributed to the following organizations on 
June 4, 2018 

• Queen Anne & Magnolia News 

• Magnolia Voice 

• Magnolia Community Council 
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effective solution. 

CONTACT USI | 

Visit us online for the latest information | http://brt.ly/2LtRCSg 
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Listserv Update 


Magnolia Bridgc Planning stud* jum hum 



What's happening now? 

The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDQT) is working closely with the Magnolia community to bEtter understand 
its mobility needs as the department moves forward in determining the best alternative solution for "he replacement of 
the aging Magnolia Bridge. 

SDOT understands community concerns around the need to maintain- sufficient access and mobility, which is why we are 
■committed Co proactively identifying and delivering the most efficient, cost effective solution In a timely manner. 

In the meantime, SDOT will continue to maintain the integrity of the bridge, which is currently safe for traffic. Beginning 
June 12, SDOT will host five drop-in sessions to share mare information about the 3 alternatives and get information 
from community members an their travel and mobility behaviors. Information at each event will be the same, sa pick 
the ti me most ca nven ient for you. 

Mornings SAM - 1DAM 

o June 12th: Uptown Espresso, 3223 W McGraw St 
o Tune 21st: Uptown Espresso, 3223 W McGraw St 
Evenings: 5 P M - 7 P M 

o June 14th: Magnolia Park Parking Lot, 1461 Magnolia Blvd W (South of W Howe St an West side of Magnolia 
Blvd) 

o June 20th: Magnolia Park Parking Lot, 1461 Magnolia Blvd W (South of W Howe St an West side of Magnolia 
Blvd) 

We are also very close to kicking off our broader public engagement through an online open house and survey this 
month. Stay tuned.! 

Resources 

We hea^ and understand the community's concerns as this planning study investigates permanent alternatives that 
don't include replacing the existing Magnclie Bridge in-kind. Some available resources online that may help answer your 
questions and concerns include 
* Project webpage 

■ Freauentlv Asked Quest ions by Count-I mem bar Baeshaw 

■ 3 Draft Alternatives Stakeholder Presentation 

Next Steps 

As we gather more community input, we'I continue to coordinate with key stakeholders in this area including Port of 
Seattle, BNSF Railway, Sound Transit, and King County Metro. We'll be using the feedback we receive to inform our 
recommendation to the City's £eadersh?p. 

Please email us with questions or concerns at maanoliabrvdEefgsesttle.eov 
Best, 

Wes Ducey 


This listserv was sent to all emails subscribed to the project listserv on June 1, 2018. Subscribe here. 
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Appendix B: Drop-In Session Materials 


Display Boards 


WELCOME 

TO THE MAGNOLIA 
BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY 
DROP-IN SESSION 

Talk with staff and share your feedback on 
3 possible lower-cost alternatives for 
replacing the Magnolia Bridge. 

Later this year, once a lower-cost alternative 
is recommended from the planning study, 
it will be presented to decision-makers 
alongside the cost and traffic impacts of the 
in-kind replacement selected through the 
2002-200B Magnolia Bridge Study. 
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MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY 

Alternatives Analysis Preliminary Results 
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MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY 

Alternatives Ranking 



Please rank the alternatives as most important df least important using your red Dr green 
dots. Use green tor the most important alternative and red for the least important. 



. Seattle 
1 Department of 
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MAGNOLIA BRIDGE PLANNING STUDY 

Lower-Cost Alternatives Analysis 
Preliminary Results 
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Figure 2 - Feedback board for remaining components, june 14 


Figure 1 - feedback board for remaining components, june 12 


Appendix C: Feedback Boards 
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Figure 3 - Feedback Board for Remaining Components, June 20 
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Figure 4 - Feedback Board for Remaining Components, June 21 

[Note: The same feedback board was used for June 20 and June 21. The votes were recorded 

independently.] 
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Date 

Components Ranked as Most Important Across all 1 

Drop-In Sessions 

1 

2A 

3 

5A 

5B 

7 

8 

10 

June 12 

1 

0 

2 

0 

23 

0 

0 

2 

June 14 

2 

0 

4 

0 

36 

0 

0 

2 

June 20 

5 

2 

3 

0 

28 

0 

0 

4 

June 21 

2 

0 

0 

1 

18 

0 

13 

4 

TOTAL 

10 

0 

9 

1 

105 

0 

13 

12 


Component 5B, which is included in Alternative I and provides a new access point, was most 
important (105 total votes) among all 4 drop-in sessions. 


Date 

Components Ranked as Least Important Across all 1 

Drop-In Sessions 

1 

2A 

3 

5A 

5B 

7 

8 

10 

June 12 

5 

0 

7 

0 

0 

3 

0 

5 

June 14 

9 

0 

39 

0 

5 

3 

1 

4 

June 20 

6 

0 

10 

0 

9 

7 

3 

i 

June 21 

10 

0 

0 

1 

4 

4 

2 

2 

TOTAL 

30 

0 

56 

1 

18 

17 

6 

12 


Component 3 (56 total votes) was the least important over the 4 drop-in sessions. 
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Alternatives Ranking 



Figure 5 - Feedback board for Alternatives Ranking, June 12 
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Figure 6 - Feedback boards for Alternatives Ranking, June 14 
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Figure 7- Feedback boards for Alternatives Ranking, June 20 
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magnolia bridge planning study 

Alternatives Ranking 


We need your help a lewr-coit alternant 

alongside an inJwid replacement 


be presented in a planning study 



Figure 8 - Feedback boards of Alternatives Ranking, June 21 



Alternative 1 

Alternative II 

Alternative III 

Date 

Most 

Least 

Most 

Least 

Most 

Least 


Important 

Important 

Important 

Important 

Important 

Important 

June 12 

19 

9 

1 

12 

1 

21 

June 14 

27 

9 

1 

32 

0 

65 

June 20 

32 

16 

3 

23 

3 

35 

June 21 

18 

2 

0 

21 

0 

19 

TOTAL 

96 

36 

5 

88 

4 

140 


Based on all 4 drop-in sessions, Alternative I (96 total votes) was most important and Alternative 
III was least important. 
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Appendix D: Comment Cards - Full Comments 

Note: We provide all comments as submitted/written. We did not edit comments for content or clarity. All 
personally-identifying information has been removed. 


DATE 

COMMENT 

QUESTIONS 

June 12 

Why is the 1:1 bridge repe. being abandoned? If there's a 
scheme for bridge access to the marina & cruise ship 
docks, why not think of extending this to rest of the way 
at a Later time? Spread out the cost? Where is our 
political representation? SDOT just continues to 
temporize on this issue... 

Why is the 1:1 bridge repe. 
being abandoned? 

If there's a scheme for 
bridge access to the 
marina & cruise ship 
docks, why not think of 
extending this to rest of the 
way at a later time? Spread 
out the cost? Where is our 
political representation? 


We need better access between Mag Village (Our 
commerce area) and Downtown. Dravus is already over¬ 
extended. as is 15 th /Elliot Ave. You will never alleviate the 
traffic between Ballard & Downtown, only exacerbate it. 
The Armour St. bridge is a step in right direction as it is 
closer to Village. 


Replace existing bridge - only connect option 


None of the 3 alternatives are accaple. We need the 

Bridge as now in place to be replace. The three 
alternatives will harm this community and totally grid- 
hock 15 th . 


Want Magnolia Bridges to be replaced! 


- What would the configuration of Thorndyke Ave be for 
any of the alternatives 

- If city doesn't maintain median on Thorndyke, then take 
it out & convert to traffic lane 

- New bike land and parking alignment is unsafe for 
residents exiting driveways 

What would the 
configuration of Thorndyke 
Ave be for any of the 
alternatives 

Widening Dravus for 5 blocks in one direction does 
NOTHING to alleviate morning rush hour traffic. As it 
stands now it can take 30-45 min to get from 28 th Ave W. 
to 15 th Ave W. in rush hour. 

A few yrs. ago when the Emerson St. overpass was 
“fixed" traffic to/from Magnolia was UNBEARABLE!! 

Please review the impact that had on traffic to this 
neighborhood! 


The bridge needs to be rebuilt. It moves traffic in a much 
more efficient manner than surface streets. It is already 
difficult to get on and off Magnolia at peak times. Lets 
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learn from all the mistakes the transportation 
department has made repeatedly all over the city to date. 
Time to really stop and think and use the taxpayers 
dollars wiser. My taxes pay to maintain the Ballard 

Bridge, Freemont Bridge, Aurora Bridge, Montlake 

Bridge, the University Bridge, etc. 1 am not OK with the 
city saying they save no money to maintain and rebuild 
the Magnolia Bridge. This is not acceptable. 


Only 1 choice: replace the bridge! With continued 
development on 15 th , the idea that 1 bridge can be 
exchanged with a spaghetti bowl of roads all connecting 
to 15 th is developing a larger problem. I'm concerned 
about emergency access, busy (metro + school bus) 
access + endless traffic back ups all along 15 th . Have you 
all been in Magnolia in the past years! It's not your 
mother's Magnolia or Interbay anymore! 15 th is being 
developed at a rapid rate. What will happen when light 
rail comes? Develop a plan for funding + building a new 
bridge + stop wasting taxpayer money on subterfuge that 
won't work in the long run. No alternatives! 

What will happen when 
light rail comes? 

1 just want to be congruent we get a raise in taxes every 
year and the government + sdt wants to avoid replacing 
the bridge. Magnolia traffic + ways of exit would become 
miserable if you remove the bridge. We want a 1 to 1 
replacement. Or a hefty reduction of taxes to 
compensate for the loss of guality of the neighborhood 


Magnolia is growing, we need more capacity not less as 
we increase density, add schools and house more people 
in the neighborhood. You have already reduced capacity 
between nickerson/emerson and the 20 th dravus 
intersection. Please rebuild the bridge capacity and 
increase the flow at the intersections you have chocked 
down. Don't sell us a bill of goods by “cost optimizing" at 
a reduced capacity that we will have to pay to increase 
shortly. 


As a Magnolia resident, 1 strongly urge the decision 
makers to choose a 1:1 bridge replacement. 1 use the 
Magnolia bridge multiple times a day. In addition, 1 worry 
about the safety and access to the Magnolica community 
without it. Dravus is constantly backed up (and this has 
been made worse by the bike lanes) and widening it is 
not enough to absorb the traffic of residents and and 
others who daily visit (work, transit, etc.) the Magnolia 
community. Please decide on a 1:1 replacement - it is 
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the only thing that makes sense. By the way, 1 would vote 
for a LID if that was what it took. 



Replace the bridge - 



We must proceed with a 1:1 replacement of the Magnolia 
bridge. The alternatives proposed are not viable options 
for access to the Magnolia Village and our community. 

The Armory bridge alternative will create unacceptable 
congestion on 15 th Ave Northbound as all vehicles 
traveling to Magnolia will need to cross over 15 th Ave, 
which is already substantially congested without this 
major blocker. Similarly, improvements to Dravus will 
not offset the increased flow if we no longer have the 
Magnolia bridge. This is disconcerting across the board 
for the safety and livelihood of our community. There are 
concerns on so many levels it is just appalling to think 
that the city is even considering going down a path of not 
providing basic infrastructure needs to our community. 
Replace the bridge. 



My family has lived in Magnolia the past 13 years and we 
have used the Magnolia bridge as our primary entry + 
exit to the neighborhood this entire time. It does not 
matter the time of day. Dravus is always backed up + 
cannot handle to load of becoming one of two ways 
in/out. The addition of bike lanes to the 

Emerson/Nickerson exit has also limited traffic flow + its 
ability to handle an increased flow. 1 worry about access 
of emergency vehicles + fire trucks to/from the 
neighborhood as well. From where 1 live, going Dravus to 
head downtown adds 3-5 mins without traffic and that is 
an unacceptable addition should one of my family 
members or neighbors be rushing to a hospital or a fire 
truck to my home. 



How will fire trucks, specifically the ladder trucks from 
Ballard of 4 th ave get to Magnolia in an emergency? Also 
redo the study on drains. Magnolia has already been 
hosed on the tunnel & Sound transit, DO NOT close us on 
this too! Replace the bridge. Take the tax money this 
area (zip code) pays for sound transit & put it towards 
paying for the Bridge (As is) replacement. Thanks. 

How will fire trucks, 
specifically the ladder 
trucks from Ballard of 4th 
Ave get to Magnolia in an 
emergency? 


Only 1:1 replacement is acceptable to the community 



All alternatives decrease access to interior of Magnolia - 
BAD 

Not enough info provided - travel times, EMT/police 
times 
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Cost to improve port access should not be included 


1-1 Replacement! There are no alternatives for Magnolia. 
100 million more to replace an awesome bridge is so 
little. 


Please fund a 1:1 Replacement. It is imperative for the 
region. Losing the Bridge will create utter chaos & 
backups on Elliot & 15 th & the Ballard Bridge. Be creative 
Seattle! There are so many taxes & levies - Make it work! 


Will Expedia and Port of Seattle pay for repl. bridge 
shown in Alt 1 and Alt II? They are the beneficiaries. 
Everything 1 have seen from SDOT shows 1:1 
replacement from 15 th West. What is the cost of the new 
bridge section from Expedia exit, not just a number for 
the entire repl. 

Answering the survey showing only the alternatives, not 
including 1:1 replacement skews the results so 
alternates get better ratings. This is a biased survey. 

Our neighborhood streets won't support the increased 
traffic as people try to find alternative routes 

Magnolia village businesses depend on easy access. 
Congestion on 15 th Ave West as a result of diversion from 
the Hwy99 tunnel, Expedia traffic and population growth 
will approach gridlock. 

Will Expedia and Port of 
Seattle pay for repl. bridge 
shown in Alt 1 and Alt II? 

Thank you for meeting with us today. My questions are: 
How much will it cost to remove the bridge? 

How much will it cost to build bridge from Port exit to the 
top of Magnolia (end of bridge) 

It is important to get feed back from people who live 
north of Magnolia who sue 15 th Ave. They will be 
impacted by the back-up. 

Armory Street is too small to handle traffic. 

Thorndyke was not designed to handle the additional 
traffic. Our neighbor street twill not support the 
additional traffic. 

1 am worried about the businesses in the village. People 
from outside Magnolia will not want to deal with the 
traffic. 

How much will it cost to 
remove the bridge? 

How much will it cost to 
build bridge from Port exit 
to the top of Magnolia (end 
of bridge) 

None of the alternatives are preferred! You have been 
able to find money for bike lanes that have congested the 
Emerson egress so now that is not a viable entrance/exit. 
The Maqnolia Bridqe is the most traveled + easiest route 
on + off Magnolia. You found money for 1 st Ave trolley that 
is designed only for tourists. You can find money for the 
bridge to be repaired or replaced. Expedia isn't even in 
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yet + that will bring 2,000 more people onto Elliott Ave + 
possibly use of the Magnolia Bridge if the employees 
move to Magnolia. 


There is no viable alternative to replacement of the high 
rise part of the bridge. $250 M replaces the low rise part 
of the bridge. Another $100M to replace the entire 
bridge. 


Bike lanes 0 Emerson + Gilman have clogged thot entry 
to Magnolia by eliminating left turn lanes at Gilman + 
again in front of Cafe Appassionato... why do bikes need 2 
lanes & gilman? If they stop their 1 lane would be fine + 
left turn lane could come back. At Cafe Appassionato 
merge bikes onto sidewalk 40 west + left turn lane + That 
intersection would still be there. Before you shift 

Magnolia again fix your other mess ups for our access to 
our homes 

why do bikes need 2 lanes 
& gilman? 

Wronq format for a “meetinq" - not riqht!! No one wants 
alternative!! Put a toll on Bridge to pay extra costs 


This forum is not accessible for wheelchairs/ moms w/ 
babies due to location of boards and crowd, so 1 am 
unable to place dots. Please email me the alternatives. 


The alternatives are unacceptable. They lead to more 
through traffic in the neighborhood on streets not 
designed for that capacity; more drive time (what about 
the negative impacts of carbon emission son the 
environment)? People who live in south part of Magnolia, 
including the business district, will have to drive longer, 
circuitous routes. Not to mention EMTs, school busses, 
etc. You need an EIS of NOT replacing the bridge. Also, 
what is being required of Expedia as a corporate citizen 
to contribute to easing the traffic congestion? 

what about the negative 
impacts of carbon 
emissions on the 

environment 

Too many problems with all the alternatives 

Alt. 1 is best but 1 am very concerned about the width of 
Armory Way to carry all the current traffic + expected 
density increases. 

The intensification of Halladay W. in Thorndyke is poorly 
conceived. It will not handle the volume of traffic + will 
impede existing traffic moving N + South on Thorndyke. 
The Viaduct is the best alternative. 


Alternatives are bad and don't save much. Replace 
bridqe 


Scope/Schedule/Budget!! Infrastructure investment is 
pretty straightforward. If Seattle wants to be a 21 st 
century city, we must invest in infrastructure. Having 
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socialist technologists make these decisions is complete 
waste of resources! Layout on the alternatives with 
costs/benefits expected useful life of each, then debate 
the merits of each. It is apparent that required due 
diligence has not been conducted. SDOT is a massively 
failed entity with a trunk record of missed 
objectives/deadlines/budqet overruns. 


IN KIND 

TLDR 

FREE MAGNOLIA 

NO BRDIGE WE SECEDE 


Replace with a new bridge! 


To check if Dravus only will work, shut the bridge for a 
day and have 911 vehicles attempt to get in & out to 
south end of Magnolia during the day 

Other options using Thorndyke would mean removal of 
the bikes lanes to walk. What a waste of money 

Flow about replacing the bridge + tax drivers like the 520 
We should probably also consider replacing the entire 
city council who don’t have the population of Seattle as a 
priority. They are very short sighted about spending the 
tax payers money 

Basically none of the options 1 have been shown would 
| work 

Flow about replacing the 
bridqe + tax drivers like the 
520 

Reducing access points from 3 to 2 should not even be 
under consideration. Maqnolia Bridqe is the onlv reliable 
way in and out of Magnolia - Dravus and Emerson were 
not as easy even before the additional development + 
bike lanes made them more congested. Armory Way 
bridge is best of presented alternatives but there is no 
easy way for traffic to flow once it gets across bridge - 
look at a map, no streets south of the proposed bridge 
connect to 28 th and are also offset at 28 th - will turn 

Boston into defacto arterial b/c it is the first street way 
that actually connects. Will also drive more traffic onto 
Dravus, which is already problematic as arterial, and the 
section at 30 th Ave W between Dravus and Barrett 

CANNOT handle additional traffic (1 have no idea whv it 
was ever designated an arterial in the first place). In 
short, I’m not opposed to a new bridge in a different 
location but the street grid and geography/topography in 
Magnolia makes any proposed alternate route VERY 
| problematic! 
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We need a 3 rd entry point to Magnolia. Alternative 1 would 
do this 1 think. 



Are you really interested in feedback? If so, NONE of 
these alternatives is acceptable. The new bridges lead to 
small residential streets. There are no connections to 
arterials. 

Solution: Replace the Magnolia Bridge at its current 
location. Nothing currently proposed makes sense. 

Are you really interested in 
feedback? 


1 understand the large bridge up the hill may not be 
rebuilt. 1 believe that is a serious mistake to not connect 
component 1 and 10 so people can get to the Magnolia 
Bridge. 

A better way to say this would be Alternative 2 with 
component 10. 



Verify date of traffic data 

Why no improvement to Emerson bridge? 

Capacity of Emerson has been reduced due to bike lanes 
(bike lanes = good) 

Why not build a more “small bridge" that is only sized for 
(2 lanes) cars (no trucks, busses) 

Save old bridge for bikes & pedestrian only 

Why no improvement to 
Emerson bridge? 

Why not build a more 
"small bridge" that is only 
sized for (2 lanes) cars (no 
trucks, busses) 


The Armory Bridge will decrease property values, add 
noise and other pollution. The traffic on Dravis is already 
terrible with the new bike lanes and new condos. No 
matter what else is done Dravis needs to be expended. 
Preference is to replace the Magnolia Bridge. Without 
replacing Magnolia Bridge property values will go down 
drastically and businesses will be discouraged to 
move/stay in Magnolia. 



What solutions will be given to everyone who has 
suffered lowering of property values? 

- What have you been doing the last decade+? How have 
you not found a way to replace the bridge from one of 
your biggest tax bases? 

What solutions will be 
given to everyone who has 
suffered lowering of 
property values? 

What have you been doing 
the last decade+? How 
have you not found a way to 
replace the bridge from 
one of your biggest tax 
bases? 


Thank you for hosting this meeting. 1 wish some of my 
neighbors were more polite. 


J 

Factor in Emergency Response time frames for each 
option. 

Combine option - Galer + Armory. 
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Don't see any given options practical solution, therefore 1 
would love to see total replacement of the Magnolia 

Bridge. Understand it would be more expensive, but it 
would be much longer sustained solution to the fast 
growing city. Thanks 


Alternative 3 

Concern 

Dravus is not steep and not safe when snow falls 
- existing bridge is not as steep & well sanded/salted so 
safer 


Only viable option is a 1:1 replacement. Think long term. 
Cheaper solutions aren't acceptable and won't serve the 
community. Thank you! 


One of the alternatives presented should have been the 

1:1 replacement. It was very clear at the Magnolia 
Community Mtg on May 21 st . That was one preferred 
alternative to those living + working in Magnolia. Not 
having the 1:1 replacement as an option to vote on was 
ridiculous! None of the other alternatives are acceptable 
as they would create conjestion to Magnolia streets, such 
as Thorndyke + they cannot handle that amount of traffic. 
The Magnolia Bridge 1:1 replacement is my vote. It's the 
“only" direct route to Magnolia without a lot of 
conjestion. Dravus + Emerson are baked up every day. 

The added bike lanes to Emerson have ruined that 
access point. 

If cost is an issue, consider this = adding a toll, getting 
Federal $, only replacing slope of bridge that seismically 
needs it - one partfKit Loo was in a discussion on 

this option w/ an architect who attended. 


Please consider the following: 

In-kind replacement is what Magnolians prefer. Consider 
just replacing the west rise up to Magnolia if that is 
where the major issues are. Do we need to replace entire 
span? 

With Armory Alt. consider all infrastructure 
improvements to Magnolia; the bikes lanes added to 
Thorndyke + Emerson have really backed up traffic on 
Dravus + Emerson. Emerson is highly impacted by 

Ballard Bridge as well. 

Think about merge from Emerson to 15 th 

Consider the return - left turn to Armory - this will back 
up 15 th . North bound + block turning into whole foods 
shopping center. 

Do we need to replace 
entire span? 
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Southbound. Armory will back up considerably for a red 
light controlled intersection. Include a merge (no light) 
lane on to 15 th . 

- Consider impact to residences on - 
Condon 

Thorndyke 

- Consider impact to businesses 

Animal shelter 

Whole Foods 



1 to 1 replacement is required. None of the available 
options are sufficient. SDOT took away 1 lane for 1 block 
over Emerson street at the railroad tracks. Now we have 

30 minute back ups regularly. No one of these options 
will work to replace 1) The main access to the Village - 
the economic center + life of the community 2) 2 
unmetered lanes leading into Magnolia. The traffic data 
is old + needs to be redone now that access over 

Emerson is restricted, Expedia is moving in + opening in 
2019 + more Amazon people move closer in + want a 
short commute from a “less expensive" community than 
downtown. 

1 to 1 or all options. 



1 support a 1/1 replacement of the existing Mg Bridge. 
Allocate for time/efforts in IDing the funding sources and 
present any deficit to the community - seek funding 
options/alternatives and replace the existing bridge! 



Replace the bridge when it cannot be repaired. 
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Appendix E: Verbal Comments 

• Magnolia Bridge is a good way off the hill when it snows 

• Community has concerns about how emergency response will be impacted without Magnolia 
Bridge 

• Bike lanes slow down travel on Emerson, making it an undesirable access point 

• W Dravus St is congested and messy 

• 15th Ave W would be highly congested without a ramp from 15th Ave W to access Component 
5B 

• Consider an alternative that combines Component 10 to Component 1, allowing earlier 
access from northbound 15th Ave W to Thorndyke Ave W toward Magnolia Village 

• Northern access points would increase Ballard Bridge traffic, making these access points 
unappealing 

• Magnolia Bridge serves as a relief valve, reducing traffic and congestion along 15th Ave W. 
The 3 alternatives would remove this relief, increasing congestion and impacting Queen Anne 
and Ballard residents. 

• Some residents are concerned the Port wants a smaller structure (component 7) so they can 
redevelop property 

• Staff were encouraged to drive 15th Ave W during PM commute peak hours 

• Overall, people understood the City's dilemma, however, it did not change the belief that an 
in-kind replacement is the only solution 

• Has the increase in traffic from parents from Queen Anne taking students to the renovation 
of Magnolia Elementary School on 28th Ave W and W Smith St been considered as part of the 
traffic analyses? 

• Has a value engineering been conducted for the in-kind replacement? Would a bridge similar 
in size as the existing bridge be less expensive? 

• Have improvements to Thorndyke Ave W or other streets affected by the 3 different 
alternatives been considered as part of the study? 

• Why isn't the number of people per trip rather than the number of vehicles being considered 
as part of the traffic analysis? For example, even though the vehicles per day along Magnolia 
Bridge is low, there are 3 routes currently utilizing the bridge and those buses usually have 
40+ transit riders. Even if a bus is equivalent in length as 5 cars, it carries 10 times more 
people. 

• Why isn’t the City getting financial commitments from Port of Seattle, Expedia, BNSF, etc., to 
fund the in-kind replacement? 

• W Dravus St is challenging or impossible to traverse up or down during snow days. 
Alternatives 2 and 3 rely heavily on W Dravus St, which is problematic during inclement 
weather. 

• One resident had conversations with Metro, and suggested Metro was opposed to the idea of 
the Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) at W Dravus St because it does not accommodate 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) along 15th Ave W. 
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Most people do not believe that improvements at Dravus would be sufficient to handle all of 
the traffic moving to Dravus if the Magnolia Bridge is removed 
W Dravus St west of 20th Ave W is too narrow to accommodate increased traffic for 
alternatives 2 and 3, which would add to the existing congestion 

Would the configuration of Thorndyke under any of the northern options, new bike lane, 
parking and median could be reconfigured to accommodate the added traffic? How would 
transit affect traffic in the uphill direction if it couldn't pull out of the through lane? 
Community members request more details on the preferred alternative from the 2002-2008 
study 

One attendee summarized 2 main concerns of Magnolians: 

o 1) Getting off the hill - Magnolia Bridge is a better grade than W Dravus St coming 
down from 28th Ave W especially in the snow 
o 2) Avoiding stops or “choke points"—currently Magnolia Bridge flows well because it 
does not have stops or lights between 15th Ave W an Clise PI W 
Some Magnolians are interested in a Local Improvement District (LID) to help fund the 
desired solution 

The cost analysis should include costs amortized over time 

People are concerned about local neighborhood impacts from shifting traffic to Thorndyke 
Ave W—increased noise, lights and traffic, as well as potential reductions in parking access. 
How will the demolition of the viaduct impact Magnolia? 

Want the free northbound right at the signal located at 20th Ave W and W Dravus St to be 
allowed 

What past funding avenues were explored? 
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Appendix F: Online Survey 

Survey Questions _ 


Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 
Online Open House Survey 

About You 

1. Do YOU CURRENTLY RESt DE IN MAG NOUA? 

a . Yes 

b. No 

2. What are you r nearest cross streets? 

3_ Do YOU COM MUTE REG'J LARLY IN AND OUT OF MAGNOUA FOR WORK? 

a . Yes 

b. No 

4. H 0'.V OFTEN DO YOU MAKE THIS COM MUTE? 

a. 1-2 DAYS,/ WEEK 

b. 3-4 days/week 

c. 5-7 days/week 

3. Which mode of transportation do you use most often wh en leaving/enterj ng magnolia? 

a VEHICLE ALONE 

b. Drive personal vehicle with family 

C. CARFOCL 

d. RIDE TRANSIT 

a . rideshare/taxi 

f. BICYCLE 

g. WALK 
fl. OTHER 

6„ Which route do you most often take when leavi ng/enteri ng Magnolia? 

a . W Fort St 

b. W Emerson Pl 
C- 

d. W Garfield St {Magnolia B ridge) 
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Alternatives Survey 

1 . P LEASE RANK THE FOLLOWING ALTERNATIVES, IN ORDER FROM MOST (1) TO LEAST ( 3 ) PREFERRED? 

a. Alternative I - Armory B ri dg E r etc. 

b. Alternative 11 - OR^V.ys +■ Garfield Bri dg e 

<=. Alternative III etc. 

2 . P LEASE RANK THE TH REE MOST IMP CHITA NT COMPONENTS TO YOU (1 AS MOST IMPORTANT) 

a. Component 1 

b. Component 2A 

c. Component 3 

d. Component 5 B 

e. Component 6 D 

f. Component 7 

g. Component S 
ti. Component 10 

3„ P LEASE RANK THE TH REE LEAST I MPORTANT COMPONENTS TO YOU [ 1 AS LEAST IMPORTANT) 

a. Component! 

b. Component 2A 

c. Component 3 

d. Component SB 

e. Component 6 D 

f. Component 7 

g. Component S 

h. Component 10 


Demographics Survey 

i_ 

DO YOU HAVE ANY ADDmOMAL COMM EITT5 YOU WOULD LIKE TO SHARE? 

2„ 

What iis your age rj 


a_ 

2-= 24 


t. 

26-34 


c. 

35-44 


d. 

45-54 


■e. 

44-64 


f. 

65 OR OLDER 


g- 

1 WOULD RATHER NOT SAY 

3_ 

Do YOU HAVE A DISABILITY? 


a. 

MC5IUTY 


b. 

VISION 


C. 

HEARING 


d. 

NONE 


e. 

OTHER 

4_ 

What race/ethnicity best describes you? (ch eck all that apply) 


a. 

American Indian or Alaska Native 


b. 

Asian or Pacific Islander 


c. 

Black or African-American 


d. 

Hispanic or Latino 


■e. 

White or Caucasian 


f. 

['d rather not say 


g- 

other 
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Survey Results - About You 


Magnolia Bridge Online Open House - 
About You survey report 


Response Counts 


Completion Rate; 


100 % 

Complete 


I 1404 

Totals: 1104 


1. Do you currently reside in M ag nolia? 
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Value 


Percent 


Responses 


Yes 

No 



91.4% 1,005 

8.6% 95 

Totals: 1,100 


2. What are your nearest cross streets? 


ruffner smith 

elmore29th VA/pcf lAfh 
mcgraw jtLII 

i,t aravus 30th 


36th 

28 th 

barrett T 

armour ra ..„ 

thorndyke > 

magnolia 


aVe 

rmrvi ir emet 


35th 

bertona 


viewmont 

erson 


3. Do you commute regularly in and out of Magnolia forwork? 
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Percent Responses 

83.5% 913 

16.5% 181 

Totals: 1,094 


4. How often do you make this commute? 
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Value 

l-2days/week 
3-4days/weck 
5-7 days/week 


Percent 

10 % 


13.8% 



812% 


Responses 

27 

126 

758 

Totals: 911 


5. Which mode of transportation do you use most often when leaving/entering 
Magnolia? 
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Value 


Percent 

Responses 

Drive personal vehicle alone 

■1 1 

49.5% 

543 

Drive personal vehicle with family 


35.8% 

393 

Carpool 


1.8% 

20 

Ride transit 

wm 

8.2% 

90 

Rides hare/T axi 


0.5% 

5 

Bicycle 

m 

29% 

32 

Walk 

mt 

0.2% 

2 

Other 

_J*L 

1.1% 

12 

Totals: 1,097 


6. Which route do you take most often when leaving/entering M agnolia? 


Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 48 





Value 

West Fort Street 
West Emerson Place 

West Dravus Street 

West Garfield Street (Magnolia Bridge) 


Percent 

0 , 2 % 

10.7% 

9.7% 


Responses 

2 

117 

106 


79.5% 871 

Totals: 1,096 
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Survey Results - Alternatives 


Magnolia Bridge Online Open House - 
Alternatives survey report 

Response Counts 

Completion Rate: 100% 

Complete 


1. Please rankthe following alternatives, in order from most (1) to least (3) 
preferred 


Item 

Overall 

Rank 

Rank Distribution 

Score 

No. of 
Rankings 

Alternative 1 - Armory Bridge, 
etc. 

i 


395 

158 

Alternative III - Dravus + 
Garfield Bridge 

2 

I ■ 

271 

145 

Alternative If - Dravus, etc 

3 

1 1 

244 

149 


Lowest Highest 

Rank Rank 



T otals: 186 
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2. Please rank the three most important components to you (1 as most 
important) 


Item 

Overall 

Rank 

Rank 

Distribution 

Score 

No. Of 
Rankings 

Co mpo ne nt 5B - Armo ry Way 

Bridge 

l 


335 

124 

Component 3 - WDravus Street 
Improvements 

2 

1 

151 

87 

Component 10 - Garfield St Bridge 
to 23rd Ave W 

3 

in 

127 

54 

Co mpo nent 6D - T ho rndyke A ve W 
Improvements 

4 


102 

63 

Component 1- West Uplands 
Perimeter Road 

5 


78 

42 

Co mpo nent 7 - Garfield St Flyover 

6 

■ 

62 

37 

Component 2A - 20th Ave W 
Improvements 

7 

i 

39 

27 

Co mpo ne nt 8 - Alas kan Way W 

Extension 

8 

ii 

28 

17 


■ ■ 

Lowest Highest 

Rank Rank 


3. Please rankthe three least important components to you (1 as least 
important) 
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Item 

Overall 

Rank 

Rank 

Distribution 

Score 

No. of 
Rankings 

Co mpo ne nt 8 - Alas kan Way W 
Extension 

l 


221 

101 

Component 1- West Uplands 

Perimeter Road 

2 


170 

75 

Component 7 - Garfield St Flyover 

3 

■ 

140 

72 

Co mpo nent 2 A - 20 th Ave W 
Improvements 

4 

■ 

94 

52 

Co mpo nent 10 - Garfield St Bridge 

to 23rd Ave W 

5 

1 ■ 

89 

48 

Co mpo ne nt 6D - T ho rndyke Ave W 
Improvements 

6 

II 

63 

36 

Component 3 - WDravus Street 
Improvements 

7 

II 

53 

25 

Co mpo ne nt 5B - Armo ry Way 

Bridge 

8 

II 

50 

24 


[ ■■■ 

Lowest Highest 

Rank Rank 
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Survey Results - Demographics Results 

Note: All personally-identifying information has been removed from the comments included in this survey. 


1. Do you have any additional comments you would like to share? 


,, neighborhood 

alternative other 

residents replace 
community Q\\y &Q 

bike or- J r r* 


years 

. ,-iCC 
V-Cjj 

money cost 

option 


jMramco' . 

replacement 

■ timeQ fQYUS Seattle 

alternatives 


ResponselD Response 

3 So,SDOT can afford a $250 million car focused project for a low density 

neighborhood and they can't afford to build a bike lane in downtown. 

5 Built a tunnel straight to discovery park please 

6 I appreciate the cities dialogue on this, but wantto ensure the city understands 
the absolute necessity the bridge, or a structure similar in use, is the vitality of 
Magnolia, Magnolia is atrue in city suburb, with easy access to downtown, 
providing an ideal setting for its residents, Removing the bridge, with no similar 
replacement, will hamstring much of the neighborhood, as that will push traffic to 
Dravus, It also is a key feature of the neighborhoods history, allowing residents 
views of the city and ocean everyday, 

3 If you take one access point a way from Magnolia, it's vital to increase the 

capacity of all remaining access points, Already with the Magnolia Bridge in use, 
the traffic backup at Dravus and Emerson every single day is terrible, T ake the 
bridge away, and these access points need to be expanded, redesigned, and/or 
rebuilt in order to accommodate the increase of traffic, fo rec asted out beyond 
what we see today, 
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ResponselD 

Response 

9 

Bridge re place mentis the only alternative-we live in a earthquake vulnerable 
city. T o decide that it Is too expensive to fund one of TWO bridges that access 

Magno Ha is to so t us up for failure, as any cmc rgency response vc hides have to 
co rne from OUT SIDE Magnolia...as our lo cal res po use co ns ists of a single 
vehicle and four fire-department personnel. You can fix/re place /amend the 
bridge,..o r 1 s u ppose you can add to Magno lia (and it may be cheaper, bu t given 
this into resting city, l doubt it )EMS trucks, add itio nal res po nsc personnel, a 
hook and ladder truck, additional SFD personnel, and perhaps put a hard-slab 
heli pad for post-disaster additional easevac/mcdcvac. You could also consider 
establishing a FEMA region 10 facility up at Fo rt Lawto n, with the additional 
crash/firc/rescuc/hclipad on site ...in stead of housing the homeless there and it 
could also serve to mitigate the obvious risk. 

10 

Thank you for reaching out and accepting input, lam concerned about the 
incivility if some of my neighbors, and appreciate your patience. 

11 

Don't ask me to rank my favorite "alternative". Focus instead on partnering with 
legislators and securing funding for the preferred 1:1 replacement previously 
identified as the appropriate choice! Repair relations with our federal 
government and negotiate partial funding. Use LID funding if absolutely 
necessary. It's difficult to understand howouroverbudgetand expensive bike 
lanes and the Lander Street bridge can be funded while 1:1 Magnolia bridge 
replacement cannot Must we the voters and taxpayers really pursue a 
referendum on this as well? 

12 

Place a Toll both for Magnolians to pay for new bridge. 

13 

1 think you need to be planning for the future. Development of T-91 and the 

Armo ry s ite is Inevitable, I’m willing to fo rego the 1:1 re pfaceme nt In favo r of a 
bridge at Armory Way IF the cost savings arc directed toward greater mobility in 
and out of Magnolia and along 15th. Otherwise wo re just spending money to 
maintain the status quo. 

15 

this whole presentation seems geared to the idea that 1:1 replacement is noton 
the table, even though the SDOT Representative at May 21 meeting repeatedly 
stated the 1: option Is still being considcrcd.thc section asking where 1 heard 
about the project will only let me choose one option. 1 have gotten information 

from numerous sources. 

16 

1 am not concerned with an in-kind replacement, lam mo re interested in creative 
solutions to access Magnolia. The Village is not a destination, rather a place 

Magnolia residents visit from their homes, so bridge access it not a priority, in my 
opinion, 1 would much rather see multiple entry points to Magnolia be improved 
rathe r than just one bridge replaced. T hank yo u fo r all of you r work on this E 
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Response!D Response 

20 The notes people make are valid comments but they are apparently discarded. 
The survey basically says "these are all great, which do you like best?" The re is 
no option for not sure or Don't know ot none of the Above, Magnolia needs a 
functional 1:1 replacement access to Magnolia Viflage is vital for the businesses 
there. Revenue declined considerably when the bridge was closed. Component 
9 is a no n starter, Co mbining 1 and 10 will be expe ns ive and req u ires by-in fro m 
the Port and Seattle Parks. Any road expansion will have to dig into the hillside 
(Magnolia G rcc nbc It) and/o r take Po rt pro pc rty. 6 D and 2A do n’t provide good 
access to Magnolia Village. If Alternative 3 is adopted when do you plan to do 
the major re-build of Dravus over 15 th Ave and over the railroad? Before or after 
Magnolia Bridge is declared unsafe? Either way it will mean the loss of one or 
two access points to Magnolia. The spui plan looks pretty but will be chaos. You 
do know that Dravus west of 20 th Ave W is very steep and is often closed in bad 
weather? How did you hear about this project, dick alt that apply - except that 
doesn't work, clicking a second option cancels out ht first one - brilliant! I would 
click every optio n except employer and Twitter. 

21 In te rms of paying for a po rtion of the co s t of the bridge re place ment I would 

s uggest that the city of Seattle impo se a Lo cal Improve ment District tax o n the 
residents of Magnolia to pay for the new bridge. After all it wifi mostly only 
benefit the residents of Magnolia 

22 l r m disappointed that Seattle managed the ir mo ncy so poo rty that they did no t 
have the foresight to save for the replacement of the Magnolia Bridge. 

23 Recent road work has resulted in increased bottlenecks around the city...190,15, 
Emerson bike lanes. It appears traffic patterns have NOT been used in decision 
making. I hope that is not the case for this project. 

24 Is it possible to build rebuild an exact replacement that is cheaper because it can 
only accommodate light consumer vehicles up to SUVs and pickup trucks, but 
not heavy trucks and vehicles? 

27 I think this survey is short-sighted for not including residents in Queen Anne and 

Ballard who will be severely impacted by the toss of Magnolia Bridge. There is 
already a bottle-neck d ally fro m Garfield to Erne rso n ovc rpass d u c to the 
vo lu mes fro m the no rth. Add ing yet ano the r exit which is bfocks away from the 
existing exits (Dravus and Erne rso n) does not make sense with current traffic 
volumes.This is NOT just a Magnolia problem. Friends and family members who 
live north of Magnolia no longer choose to go into the city due to the backup 
they experience when they commute to work via bus and can Please consider 
the residual effect on ALL neighborhoods impacted by the loss of Magnolia 
Bridge. 
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Response!D Response 

28 I want a replace merit fa r the magno Eia bridge. 

29 T he idea that the Dravus bridge will accommodate all the traffic from Magno lia is 
a flawed assu mptlo n and dangero us o ptio n fa r public safety (ic, ambulances, fire, 
emergency access, etc.) Clearly none of the people studying the problem have 
spent time awaiting a green light to get onto Elliott or 15th Avenue, and that is 
WITH the current Magnolia Bridge carrying the majority of the traffic. The 
Armory access option MUST bo considered along with significant improvements 
to Thorndyke and Dravus bridgc/hilL 

30 T his survey is very flawed. - Doesn't allow fb r co mments about any of the access 
o ptio ns yo u’ve asked us to rate. Do esn't allow fa r specific issues with each one. 
In other words, asking us to rate something we can't explain why doesn't really 
give you anything of substance in terms of a survey. Just ranking top 3 in either 
catcgo ry o nly gives you vo tes fa r scenario s and witho ut u ndc rstanding how 
they work together, how they can be improved or what the issues are far each 
access point Not only that, no way of capturing a holistic view of the problem 
getting in and out of Magnolia. - T here arc no traffic volume statistics or 
qualitative understanding in how the current Magnolia bridge works in terms of 
serving the village, how it allows for truck delivery and movement how it works 
with the two o the r bridge entry points. Fo r example, yo ur stats might s how car 
usage is lower on the bridge than Emerson and Dravus, but seemingly no 
understand ing of why that is, who uses it at what time of day, and the purpose it 
serves in helping take pressure off the other entry points,-There's also very 
little given in stats In how backed up Dravus and Emerson get at rush hour 
now..,and what role EMT s and first responders use the Magnolia Bridge 
because they can! use these other very clogged arteries. You're just assuming 
you can take down the Magnolia bridge, make a few adjustments and then we 
get to deal with the ramifications. - Where's the ability to give feedback on the 
green, yellow and red dot analysis? No t a feature here. - Why isn't the 1:1 Bridge 
replacement an option here? Who decided there's no funding? Someone at 
SOOT? Frank Chopp? Who? Elected leaders must be responsible to taxpayers in 
answering this question before 5 DOT just makes blanket assumptions. 
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Response!D Response 

32 fd suggest this lower cost option which wasn't considered: USE THE 32ND 

STREET RAVINE AS THE NEW ENTRANCE: Maintain the Magnolia Bridge 
Segment over the RR tracks for 15th avc access the port and Smith 
cove/Palisades/Marina area. That segment connects to marina drive at the 
bottom of the bluff. Widen Marina drive and create a new road segment along 
the water on the southern end of the magnolia park to connect to WestGalerat 
32nd avc W. Then come up 32nd avc west to the magnolia village, I suspect that 
this wo uld be a lower cost and mo re desirable o ptio n. T his effort would req uirc 
so me road widening, but the upside is that 32nd avc West (which comes up 
through the ravine) has just been widened for the wastewater project. Can you 
let me know if any exploration was done on this option? Thanks so much, 


35 It is unfortunate that the City did not/does not have the expertise to plan 
projects and properly use funds. Fve lived in Mongolia forever 25 years and the 
Magnolia Bridge has been a constant to pic. The decision had been made to 
replace the Magnolia Bridge. The City needs to keep this commitment. Rather 
than 're-evaluate'options (none of which are acceptable), the City should re¬ 
evaluate its overall transportation budget and find the funds to replace the 
bridge. Like the rest of the city. Magnolia is increasingly become more dense. 

T his density will increase significantly when part of Discovery Park is rezoned for 
low income housing. Has this been considered in the bridge study? The area 
has no grocery, medical services, social services, transit, etc, that is needed to 
support low income housing. The businesses will need to be added at Discovery 
Park, significantly increasing traffic at Emerson and Dravus, The following is 
related to access to Magnolia. It is logical to assume that new businesses will not 
be attracted to the low-income area because of traffic and remote location. This 
co nclus io n stems from the fact that King Co unty is u nablc to hire employees fo r 
well-paying jobs the sewage plant because of traffic and remote location, ft is 
cruel to low-income residents to be in a location that has no services. It is cruel 
to low-income residents to hinder access to these services (the 3 alternatives 
will just make more of a traffic mess). As many low-income residents are minority, 
it perpetuates the City's systemic race discrimination. Please add race and social 
justice metrics. 

36 Please prioritize pedestrian and public transit connections into/out of Magnolia 
as part of this study. Its hard to imagine how public transit connections and 
service arc equally maintained without the Garfield bridge. Also consider 
resiliency and redundancy in terms having the most of the number of 
connections to the neighborhood in case of natural disasters. Further, perilaps 
as part of this study investigate if there is potential to have the Ballard ST 3 
extension run along the Western side of the rail tracks to better mitigate the 
loss of the bridge and atleast.align the stations with any future bridge 

co nnections. 
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Response!D Response 


37 I'm most concerned about how this would affect mass transit So many people 
rely on the buses to get to work, which rely on the Magnolia Bridge. Increasing 
travel times may put even more people in cars ... not what anyone wants. How 
will you mitigate bus travel times so that commutes are not extended? Will you 
(when the time comes) provide easy access to the future Interbay light rail 
station {preferably by foot)? 

38 Wc need full replace ment of the Magno lia Bridge to maintain public health and 
security. With no emergency medical facilities (emergency room) and police 
station in the neighborhood, the Magnolia Bridge provides unencumbered traffic 
flow and access to emergency medical and pofice services. With increasing 
citywide population density and congestion at the Dravus St and Emerson PI 
access points, it is Imperative that the City plan on fell replacement of the 
Magnolia Bridge. 

39 1 walk, bike and drive toyvork. I run down the Pier 91 trail regularly to the marina. I 
also live and work in Magnolia and Ballard and have for more than a decade. 
There are few restaurants, no gyms, and two actual grocery stores in Magnolia 
for 25,000 people. People travel for these things leaving Magno lia {hterbay is 
not Magnolia}. It frequently takes 50 minutes to get to Ballard by car, so wc don't 
go that way after 6 PM on weekdays. I’m not going to say anything about the 
new bike path. I will say the bike lanes arc d iffere nt/inco ns is to nt all over the city 
which is confusing for drivers, cyclists and pcdestrians/walkcrs. Look at why 
people don't bike not why they do. If you watch traffic even for a month you'll 
see lots of patterns at the three entrances/exits for the neighborhood. Why live 
in a neighborhood you can't easily get in and out of or has few resources? 

40 T hank yo u fb r reaching o ut to the magno lia commu nity. 

41 Please do not even consider limiting access to Magnolia to only 2 access points. 
Dravus is already a pain to navigate, there is no way that"improvements" to 
Dravus could accommodate double the traffic. If the Magnolia bridge can not be 
replaced, then the Armory bridge is the only real possibility that should be 

co nsidc red, I also hope that S DOT will co ns ider a ffyovc r from 15th to Armory to 
reduce the negative impact on the flow of traffic on 15th and improve the travel 
time to magnolia as opposed to limiting northbo und traffic to a turn signal. 

43 We need a bridge, we cannot just improve Dravus. It will be a traffic nightmare. 
Dravus already gets backed up. Please include a flyover from 15th to Armory. A 
turn signal will back up 15th and make the co mmute to Magnolia worse. 

44 T his is a fast growing community - full of tax paying citizens. Please rnaintfan or 
improve our access in and out of our commu nity. As Expedia occupies their new 
space the congestion will get dramatically worse. 
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ResponselD 

Response 

45 

How can you say that a direct replacement is too expensive when you haven't 
go tan estimate? 

47 

Wc should be replacing the Magnolia Bridge. Wc have paid for projects in other 
parts of the city and state and now wc need the money to come this way. WeVc 
paid fo r ferry improvcments, fb r a tunne \ (witho ut a do wntown exit!), and for the 

520 bridge. It's time for the State to help pay fo r this bridge for our growing 
neighborhood. 

49 

So what is this? 1 want a new bridge no t a cheap alternative thatfurther congests 
our streets and creates more angry drivers than we have now. 

55 

If you had the capability of improving the traffic flows of 2 of the alternative 
access points (that is, Dravus and W Emerson) then why did you denigrate them 
with yo ur bike lane designs? One of yo ur crite ria in see king a replacement for the 

Magnolia Bridge should be to handle the existing traffic plus the additional traffic 
generated by projected growth and the diminished capacity of Dravus and 

Emerson. Emerson is now gridlocked more often so 1 find myself frequently 
needing to use the Magnolia Bridge. 

56 

Tearing down the Magnolia bridge is a terrible idea and will isolate the 
community. Access to Magnolia is weak and this kind of neglect will make it 

worse. 

57 

If the city can place a levy for 600 million for new and epanded services while 
ignoring its charter responsibilities such as our transportation infrastructure, 
you have to laugh. The budget will have to be cut because of declining 
construction revenue. The new zoning plan would add up to 65,000 new 
residents to Magnolia while access will be diminished. 5DOT has little credibility 
left in the community and it can begin restoring it by hiring a bridge design firm to 
investigate whether new technology an design opens new replacement options. 

Maybe it can be designed as a bike bridge with four lanes of bus, ambulance, 
school bus, truck and vehicle lanes as a extra. 

60 

As a cyclist, 1 am acutely aware of the lack of co mmo n se nse our planner's seem 
to demonstrate about the larger effects of changes to roads and routes. The 

Gilman bike lanes are elaborate, and welcome, but there seems to have been no 
thought at all about how we're supposed to get to the lane, or the effect on 
traffic at the Gilman/Emerson junction. If you shut off access at the south end of 

Magnolia, the knock-on effects on the roads feeding into the remaining access 
po ints will be far more significant than implied by a bit of widening of the Dravus 
bridge, and the cost of dealing with roads already crumbling from age and lack of 
maintenance will be high, and should be factored into your budget. 
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Response!D Response 

61 Replace the Magnolia Bridge, ft will be costless in the end than all of these other 
plans, There is no other way to move traffic effidently. Thank you. 

62 I want the bridgc rc placed as it is currcntly configurcd. AH the options you have 
listed are not satisfactory. T hey do not give us good access to downtown 
Magnoiiacombincd with easy access to Smith Cove. In addition, I commonly use 
the Magnolia Bridge to get home to avoid traveling extensively on 15th Ave, 
which is a disaster since the bus lanes were put in. If you can spend 20 million for 
every mile of bike lane, you can replace our bridge. 

63 This plan should include connection fro m W Marina Place to Galerto allow 
peopie to move along the southern portion of Magnolia. The current 
alternatives all put additional traffic along the western side of Magnolia hill rather 
than bringing people around the south {which is what current Magnolia Bridge 
docs). In addition, this plan docs not consider the cxpcric nee/views that you get 
traveling up to the top of the bluff and then along Magnolia Blvd - it is fantastic 
and beautiful All these alternatives bring you into the neighborhood via 
Thomdyke and along the tracks - this is simply not as nice and would detract 
fro m quality of life fo r Magnolians. 

64 It is imperative that the Magnolia Bridge be replaced in its current form. It is the 
main access to Magnolia from downtown and alleviates extra traffic on 15th Ave 
W during morning commutes as well as the post work rush. Additionally, the 
buses use it adding more buses on 15th will simpiy exacerbate the already 
dense, stop and go traffic during rush hours. 

6 5 How is it poss ible that we live in a city that has expanded its budget by 45.4% 

since 2010 yet does not have money for an issue that has persisted since well 
befbre that timeframe? As you continue to shift a larger burden on your 
taxpayers, with very little progress to show for it, I urge you to sharpen your 
pencils fb r once and find a so lutio n in our existing annual budgets, T he se 
budgets will undoubtedly continue to expand year after year as you continue to 
grovel for more tax dollars. I would venture to guess if bike lanes didn’t cost 
1500% more than what was proposed to taxpayers, we wouldn't be watching 
the city try to ram yet another unpopular idea down its citizens throats. Candidly, 
there is no other solution that exists that will satisfy your constituents if the 
solution isn't for the city to got out of its own way, learn how to negotiate 
construction contracts, hold itself accountable to its pro mis cs/projec lions, and 
PROVES its ability to take on any of these projects. Otherwise, the solution 
5 ho u Id be to identify co mpetent leaders hip at SDOT and in the City Co uncil. 
Stop wasting our money and start being accountable foryourfaiiures. 
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66 Find the funding for the IN-Kind replacement! How is it that our city has the Let's 
Move funds to overpay forbikelanes and destroy downtown streets, (which by 
UW's study only 4 % of commuters use) but is unabfeto have enough funds to 
replace the bridge, which has worked successfully taking both vehicles, bikers, 
and transit riders to work for the past century? Have anyone of you driven North 
onThomdyke, South of Hal la day from the Village? Do you really think the 
condition of the road could take any increased flow of traffic? This portion of the 
roadway on Thomdykc is not accounted for anywhere in the funds. Another 
case of bullying by the city bureaucrats aimed at isolating the middle class. I 
wonder if because a large part of the resident population around the proposed 
Armory Bridge arc renters, their opinions give little weight. If Alternative Its 
approved, it threatens the grcenbclt running parallel to Thomdykc, ending at 
Halladay, I should note, there is a Eagle's nest on the tower directly west of 
Thorndykeand Halladay. Moreover the proposed Armory bridge, has issues 

co neerning the parking garage at 25 51T ho mdykc which exits directly o nto 
Ha I lad ay St. Are you really proposing making this parking garage obsolete? 

So u nds lake a takings issue. Has the city to u nd fu nds to compe nsate tho se 
residents? If not, is the city prepared to have these residence block/flood into 
the Intersection In order to gain access to their residence? Has the city looked at 
its parking/d rive way codes from the consequences of adding a bridge. Has the 
city done a study of the greenhouse gas emissions from idiling cars at the 
additionalstoplights? My guess is probably not considering their latest track 
reco rd. T he re sidents are fed upi 

67 T his analysis omits the main optio n, which is replace ment of the existing bridge. 
T hese options will result in major loss of access to Magnolia and unforeseen 
traffic impacts to many neighborhoods and commercial areas. Bridge 
replacement In kind must be the first choice option, and not ruled out based on 
an arbitrary cost limit. 

68 The current plans are woefully inadequate for our community. The appropriate 
plan is a 1:1 replacement for magnolia bridge Additional considerations, outside 
of cost, Including mobility, impact on other transit systems, and the tax burden 

o n magnolia residents that has not been adeq uately re Invested in the 
co mmunity make this plan outrageous. SDOT is mismanaging funds and the 
magnolia residents should not face the burden of SDOT s mismanagement. Put 
the 1:1 replacement on the table as an alternative. 

69 T his is a hig h traffic are a,! ike ly to h a vc c vc n g re ate r traffic vo tomes in the near 
future with the development of the Expcdia campus along Elliott. The other 
access points further north in Magnolia are already congested, especially at rush 
ho ur when the backup to/from Ballard is at its worst. Not replacing the bridge 
would be short-sighted and would augmentexisting traffic problems getting in 
and out of Magnolia. 
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70 I really think all the alternatives do no t best se rve the Magnolia community. 

There needs to he a replacement bridge built You can not shift all incoming 
traffic into magnolia to Thorndykc and essentially Dravus. Dravus gets backed up 
all times of the day as it is. Adding more cars driving in that direction, which they 
will given that Dravus is the best access to the whole of Magnolia with the bridge 
gone, will cause severe traffic congestion and safety issues all along Dravus, 

T ho rndyke 3 and the surro unding strcc ts. Wc pay vc ry high property taxes and 
deserve to have sufficient access in and out of our neighborhood. This is 
unacce ptablc that wc arc not discuss ing o u t to pay fora replacement bridge. 

T here arc ways to do that without making the whole of the city pay for it. You 
need to go back and figure this out. Your alternatives arc obviously being drawn 
up by people who do not live here and do not understand the traffic coming and 
going from Magnolia. I also found your survey shortsighted in that you did not 
ask about parent carpoo Is. There are thousands of kids living in Magnolia that 
need to leave the neighborhood for their spo rting events and practices. Wc 
count too when considering commute times and routes. It's not only the people 
who work outside the neighborhood that count. Those of us who do not want 
to spend hours commuting to our kids events need a good solution to getting 
to and from the neighborhood. 

71 Please replace the Magnolia Brid 

73 T he re is no mentio n of a "rebuild the Magno lia Bridgecho ice. I was no t given 
that choice, (choose to have the Magnolia Bridge rebuilt for obvious 
reasons , to span physical obstacles: water, and train tracks, that enable one to 
drive, walk, ride bike into and out of Magnolia efficiently. By rebuilding the 
Magnolia Bridge, a third vital access to Seattle and environs will be maintained. 
Only the more than 50,000 commuters daily in and out of Magnolia can truly 
understand. Listen to the people of Magnolia. A healthy, vibrant high taxpaying 
community of Seattle. Listen to the people of Magnolia who contribute greatly in 
many ways to the economy of Seattle. Listen to the peopie of Magnolia who 
have lived o n this pe ninsula fo r o ver 60 yrs. LIST EM TO T HE P EO PLE O F 
MAG NO LIA. Seattle s Id cal go ve mme nt must loo k into the eyes and hearts of 
the people of Magnolia they are there to serve. Listen, be engaged with us, 
show us good political judgement. Rebuild the Magnolia Bridge. 

74 it's vital to maintain easy access to the Magno fia Village businesses, Smith Cove 
and the Marina. Dravus and Nickerson are already crowded and cannot take 
more vehicle traffic. There must be an alternative that serves the South end of 
Magnolia without forcing them to drive all the way North to Dravus. 
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75 ff an in-kind replace merit cannot be achieved, the city needs to lo o k into ere ating 
a westbound Jane of traffic that cuts through the neighborhood so it doesn't 
result in a convoluted path just to get to the village and points west (assuming 
Alternative 1 or 3 is approved). Even Dravus doesn't provide a direct path 
westward as it curves around and ultimatefy becomes Barrett. 

76 S am a business owner in Magnolia. We are a retail and a wholesale business. We 
re ly o n easy access to the Hilt Our bus iness has rccc ntly bee n negatively 
affceted financially by the addition of the bike lanes on West Emerson Street. We 
arc witnessing constant back-ups and horn honking due to the congestion 
those lanes have caused. And that congestion is why customers are not 
stopping in for purchases; affecting our bottom line. We were never to Id in 
writing what the SDGT was planning regarding the addition of bike lanes and 
lane closures. No communication whatsoever It reminds me about a couple of 
years ago whenalf of a sudden the 15th. Avenue West overpass closure 
happened. SE>OT did communicate to business owners a week before the 
closure. Thanks a lot! There has been much written about the foolish spending 
go ing on in City Hall. Likewise, much has been written about inflated city budgets 
with no clear reason why and where the money is going. It is clear that SDQT is 
out of control with spending with no boundaries and no accountability. This 
bridge is vital for the lively hood of our retail co re and taxpayer access to their 
ho mes. For the city to say they have not enough mo ney to fix the bridge is 
ludicrous thinking at best. T he management of 5DOT needs to held accountable 
for the fractions. Does the right hand know what the left hand is doing? Is the 
City Department of Finances aware of whet 5DOT is spending? No is the 
answer. Revenue flushing into the city coffers has never been so much. Prioritize 
your spend ing. Hold individuals who arc signing contracts accountable. FIX THIS 
BRIDG El WKKBKKKi 

11 As a Magnolia resident I'm very concerned about the future of the Magnolia 

Bridge, since that's the only way my family and J get to and from our house, often 
several times per day. Everyone in Seattle is feeling the pinch of the increasingly 
difficult traffic situation. My husband and I both worry that this is going to make 
that eve n wo rse for us and our co immunity. Wc vc talked abo ut selling our house 
and moving out of Magnolia, a community we love and have called home for 
almost 10 years because we're worried about what this will do to our quality of 
life and home value. I'm glad to see there are alternative options, hut along with 
many others, (hope there’s away to save the Magnolia Bridge. 
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78 The Magnolia Bridge needs to be replaced. Traffle back ups at Emerson and 

Dravus are causing longer and longer commuting times, amplified by the Ballard 
Bridge if you're going in that direction. The Magnolia Bridge allows for another 
option to "get off the is land’ 1 , especially if going downtown or beyond. 
Additionally, if Fort Lawton becomes a housing development, the infrastructure 
problems that exist to day will be amplified. A tear down is not the solution - 
rebuilding provides the infrastructure to keep up 

S3 Please clarify whether "lo w* traffic nil mbers on Mag no lid Bridge co nside red only 

number of vehicles or also accounted for Metro ridership numbers (3 of the 4 
bus routes to Magnolia use the bridge}. Reducing access po ints from 3 to 2 
shouldn’t even be under consideration. Even with improvements (which arc 
desperately needed in any event), the other two bridges aren't an acceptable 
solution. Major issues with Armory Way on the Magnolia side: has anyone 
actually lo oked at a map of the stree b in S E Magno lia or pe rso nalfy 
walkcd/driven in the area? Most of the streets don’t connect between 
Thorndike and 28th Ave W, and are offset as they cross 28th. Creating 
additional traffic through this area will be dangerous (residential streets 
becoming de facto arte rials, increase in left turns at 28 th. etc) and won't 
adequately accomplish the goal of providing access to south and west Magnolia. 
Nothing sho rt of us ing e mine nt do main to create a new east-west arte rial o n 
one of the streets in SE Magnolia could alleviate this issue. Increased use of 
Dravus as arterials is seriously problematic, as it is a very steep hill and likely to 
close in the winter due to bad weather. Also, the section of 30th Ave W 
between Dravus and Barrett is already unsafe and will become more so if it has 
to handle more traffic (i still don't understand ho wit was ever designated an 
arterial in the first place). All the components in your presentation deal with how 
to get people across the railroad tracks and to the marina, it none of them come 
dose to dealing with the equally important issue of moving people in and around 
the neighborhood. Aside from the Garficld/Galer/Magnolia Boulevard route, 
there simply aren’t any workable options and I'm not seeing any consideration of 
that here. It’s not just about replacing the bridge, it’s about replacing it with 
something that creates a safe, workable traffic flow in the neighborhood and 
NOT ONE of the options presented does that The failure to provide abetter 
southern option to /from Magnolia will affect traffic in multiple neighborhoods— 
most notably Belltown and the waterfront, Queen Anne, Ballard, and Fremont 
Whatever the ultimate decision is, it must address the mess that is 15th Ave W, 
particularly in light of the fact that Sound T ransit seems to be set on making 15 th 
eve n worse than it already is with its light rail pro posals. T he "how d id you hear 
abo ut this” sectio n at the end says pick all that apply but o nfy alio ws yo u to 
cho ose a single o ptio n. 
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86 

Why would you do this when all that will happen is create congestion on 

Magnolia t and abandon a historic neighborhood? Because they allegedly "can't 
find the funds'? Wc have a housing problem in Seattle and abandoning an entire 
neighborhood will not help us. 

88 

Replace the Magnolia Bridge...no alternatives acceptable. Replace! 

90 

The Magnolia Bridge is essential to residents, business owners and services 
alike Considering the continued population growth to our city, renovating the 
bridge is essential Magnolia residents have a right to maintainthis bridge which 
is a primary route for people travelling in and out of the town. It provides 
residents a direct route to the downtown area. The growing number of families 
living in Magnolia need the bridge. It does not make sense to remove 'ease of 
access'to the workplace fora growing community that is contributing to the 
economy and well-being of Seattle. 

91 

It docs not appear that any consideration has been given that magnolia 
residents will have no southbound access due to the tunnel and removal of the 
viaduct None of the alternatives give equivalent access as the Magnolia, repair 
or re place the bridge! 

92 

Replace the Mag no lia Bridge as is, not ano ther bridge at ano the r location. One 
forone.^^^^^^^|Magnolia resident 

93 

Please disclose why you arc catering to the Po rt and cruise ships, and the intent 
to put in a hotel where the Magnolia Bridge currently is. 

94 

You've had well over a decade figure out how to fund this. You only need $100 
million more than what seems to be your best alternative option. How about 
making up for your gross ineptitude of our tax do liars over the last 17 years and 
find a way to replace the bridge!? Ido n't care how you do it. JUST GET fT 

DONE!!!!! 

95 

Replace the Magnolia Bridge!! 

96 

Replace the Magnolia bridge. ALL of the alternatives are expensive, contrived 
and will help very little. Replacing the bridge might cost a little more but its value 
will be huge. 1 remember after Nisqually how difficult it was getting on and off 

Magnolia t and the population was much lower, and there were no weather- 
related Dravus closures, btweven this site is of little use. Pick all - but only allows 
one choice. No where to explain other choices, frustrated with this all. 
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97 This is impenetrabie. You have des igned a co mpletefy stacked survey, you Ve 
made it difficult if not impossible to understand, and your claims of transparency 
arc false. You don't adequately address the Magnolia community's needs. 

You've consistently reached out to the media in such a way as to portray the 
community as a villain. You ask more questio ns about racial and identity politics 
than about what transit options WOULD actually meet the needs of the 

res idents of Magnolia. Fo r example: Many reside nts of Magnolia arc familic s who 
need to travel in and out of the ncighbo rhood several times a day. We are 
commuters to Bellevue and Kirkland as well as Downtown. We are 
multigene rational families with parents who need to access First Hill hospitals 
regularly. We are working parents who need to get to get back from work in time 
to pick u p kids fro m school and then take the m to activities out of the 
neighborhood and in Shoreline or Capitol Hill. We are high school students who 
must get to school on public buses that force us to transfer at 3rd and Pike (the 
sex and drug trafficking center of Seattle}. We arc diverse even If all you see is 
that our skin is a shade of white. Adding even 10 minutes to our daily entrance 
and exit for Magnolia can actually cost us 60-80 minutes in the course of a day. 
While you may not care, that time has a very real impact on our lives and our 
workplaces and schools. 

98 I favo r o ptio n 1 as it al lo w s a th i rd way o u t o f Magno lia, E me rs o n is always bu sy 
with commercial traffic, expanding Dravus will still leave us backed up multiple 
light cycles and new on and off ramps will not change the traffic flow to that 

po Int The option of another bridge crossing the rail yard allows traffic that uses 
the Magnolia bridge another way to access 15th going both left and right This is 
truly needed and though it makes it harder to reach the village a light to allow 
people to turn left moving people thro ugh the existing roads that lead to the 
village docs accomplish the goal. Magnolia has multiple years to deal with difficult 
traffic issues before the bridge comes down. The reroute to move south will be 
hard before Alaskan Way is ready to be used. Mercer needs to have all street 
parking removed to help move toward the new tunnel The time line seems to be 
Alaskan Way finally opens as viaduct is taken down About the time the Magnolia 
bridge comes down then fhe lane reductions on 15th for the long awaited light 
rail service go into effect. As a family that works inTukwilaand worships there, 
as well as frequent trips to the airport we seem to have an extremely long period 
of tine that moving out of the Magnolia area will be difficult Please make sure we 
have the third bridge to carry our traffic, a limit of two will be an extreme 
hards hip. Our family understands that a o ne o n o ne replace me nt is not 
affordable to replace the existing bridge but don't take a third bride option away. 
Dravus optio n wo u Id co st abo ut the same as the Arrno u r bridge o r even mo re. 
Thank you I 
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99 

Replace the Magnolia Bridge 1 As many people have inquired, please describe 
what youve determined about replacing the bridge in phases: What is the cost 
to replace the portion most urgently needing replacement? What is the cost to 
replace the portion that doesn't have as urgent if need of replacement? Worse 
case:rep1ace the bridge in two phases. Hot replacing the bridge is HOT an 
option! You're thinking that way, prevents you from being innovative and 
creative with total replacement ideas. Stop isolating yourselves into a dosed 
minded dark box! 

102 

To would say that the current infrastructure for magnolia is barely sufficient, 1 
can't imagine being able to keep my family in magnolia if this major thoroughfare 
and connection to 15th goes away. Also, if one of the bridge alternatives is 
implemented, it is imperative that there is a exit an overpass over 15th to get 
people off of 15th easily. Otherwise 15th will be backed up so terribly and impact 
traffic both from the north and the south on the significant Corridor 

103 

Magnolia needs three bridges. Full stop, nothing else will work. Armory St Bridge 

MUST be built. Even if you think that even with Dravus St improvements, you can 
make Magnolia work with only two bridges, you arc kidding yourself. Seriously, 
time to sell and leave the community if you do that. 

105 

The bike lanes and stop light changes have already created congestion on 

Dravus and Emerson. Dravus is HOT the solution.We need a third bridge 
besides these two. 

106 

lam realty dumb. 1 was notable to run through your very easy survey to be able 
to tell that after living in magnolia for 38 years , being able to drive to downtown 
in 15 minutes at 8,00 am to this morning spending 40 minutes .The inability to 
traverse streets in winter, streets that will be the only access to go to town to 
pay nrry property taxes. Since building hotels and access roads to offices is the 
prime city priority let not my empty head stop you from fulfilling the priority. Let 
us 60 year old not stop you from destroying the major accessway to magnolia 
village. 

108 

If the bridge doesn't get replaced yo u're setting Magnolians up for an emergency 
disaster. And you're setting up Magnolia and all close neighborhoods for a traffic 
disaster 

109 

Ido not support any of the alternatives. Re placement of the Magnolia Bridge is 
the only safe option for emergency reasons since we very little police presence, 
no medic one aid car and no hospital facilities in Magnolia. 

111 

Support the removal of the Magnolia bridge. 
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115 T he alte natives that reduce the numbe r of e ntry po Ents into Magnolia fro m 3 to 
2 are simply not viable. These options wili create traffic nightmares.Traffic will 
back upon 15th Avenue and will impact everyone trying to go north on 15th. For 
an additional $13 million dollars (a smalt amount relative to the overall project 
cost) we can at least add another bridge that maintains 3 entry points into 
Magnolia While everyone in Magnolia prefers a lto 1 replacement the Armory 
Bridge o ption at least will address the majo r co ncc rn of d ramatically reduced 
capacity into and out of Magnolia. 

116 The only acceptable plan is to replace the bridge. It is obvious that anything else 
would be a traffic nightmare. You don't need to spend time and money to study 
that. Just try to d rive to Ballard High at 8:20 a.m. o n Dravus or Emerson and yo u 
will see how bad it Is even with the bridge open. It gets very backed upon 
Emerson and Dravus now. Don't waste money ranking unacceptable 
alternatives. 

117 We live in o ne of the mo st tech no log ically advanced cities En the co untry. 
SEATTLE! JJ And we can’t replace 1 bridge? Shame, Replace the bridge. Find the 
funds Just do it. Anything else is ridiculous, and embarrassing, 

118 When Gilman Dravus, or the Magnolia Bridge is dosed, it Es very difficult to get 
off of Magnolia. The traffic backs up in all outlets. This was proven when the 
bridge was being worked when we had the mudslides. Magnolia is a community 
unlike no other area and it is surprising that we have enough money to pay $12M 
per mtlc for bike lanes and the worst of alt is the veto of the voters for the 
replacement of the Alaskan Way Viaduct which has gone way over budget. Now 
is the time to take action and replace or fix the bridge. No vetos and no excuses. 

121 A 1:1 re place ment is greatly prefe rred. 

122 tf wc can find an extra $12mil!io n per square mile fc r the bike lanes... we can fix 
the Magnolia bridge. 

123 The magnolia bridge is very important to our quality of life here In magnolia. The 
bridge provides one of three exits and is the primary exit going downtown. Not 
being able to take the bridge adds significant time to my commute. Any solution 
that ro utes traffic near Dravu s will just add co nges tio n and red uce our 
emergency exits effectively to 2. With the addition of ExpedEathe south 
entrance Es very important From the point of view of my commute I would be 
less wo rried abo ut it if the Light Rail static n was anywhe re near co mpletEo n but it 
isn't. 
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125 By not putting money towards this project, you are completely ignoring a 

neighborhood in Seattle. 

127 Please re place the brid ge. T he ne iglibo rho od is already bo ttle nc ckc d. Anything 
short of a full bridge replacement is going to have detrimental effects to this (and 
other) neighborhoods, 

128 Please include a new bridge optio n r the Armo ur St at this po int. Dravus just 
cannot support the traffic of the expanding Magnolia, even with improvements. 

129 Component 10: it doesn't give access to Magnolia, only goes to Marina, Leaving 
Magnolians with only 2 access points. No improvement on Emerson?! 
Component 7; doesn't give any access to Magno lia, 

130 What is the value of the rcso urces (mo ney, staff time, co mmu nity citizen time, 
etc) spent avoiding following through o n the selection made by the taxpayers to 
replace the magnolia bridge? Why are we abandoning the original decision 
because we believe funding is unlikely as we continue to spend money to 
research alternatives? Poor public leadership. Where is the financial 
accountability and/or frugality being demo nstrated for the taxpayers 

co ntributions to this city? I refuse to rank partial options only to have this input 
used as a statistic to support alternatives that never should have been pursued. 

131 What happens when a big c mergcncy such as an carthq uakc o ccurs? Do yo u 
have an evacuation plan?? Leaving Magnolians with onfy 2 access points. No 
improvement on Emerson is mentioned 171? Emerson is such a mess after the 
change of the bike lane. Only 1 lane coming backto Magnolia has made traffic 
backed up all the way down to fisherman's tarminaland more. It’s even worse 
going to Ballard/Frcmoniwhen Ballard Bridge is up! We can be stuck for 20mins 
easily, not able to get out of Magno lia. T hese plans arc o nly going to make 
things worse. Unacceptable! Only having Emerson and Dravus exits could create 
such a mess during the rush hours and every time Ballard Bridge Is up. We need 
AT LEAST 3 access points. Magnolia IS an Island, only connected by the railroad 
which is inaccessible by car/bicycle/fooi 

132 I would like a full replacement of the Magnolia bridge 
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137 

140 


Response 

Armory Way Bridge Having a third access po int into and out of Magnolia via 
Armour Way and a Bridge over the tracks is an impo rtant safety outlet 
desperately needed by the Magnolia Community. In the case of an emergency, 
the additional access point would allow emergency personnel to reach The 
community quickly and could give residents some re lief during rush hour traffic 
headed into Ballard. However, I am concerned about the left turn from 15th A ve 
onto Armory Way. The congestion already in that area that would only worsen 
with the hundreds of cars lining up to crass traffic at peak times. Previous 
Magnolia residents dealt with that very issue already! They had enough with the 
left turns onto the Magnolia Bridge and resulting back-ups and long delays, and 
they built the overpass as a solution. Will this project include some kind of 
overpass to get onto Armory Way from 15th Avc? Dravus Expansion Dravus St. 
between 15th andThomdyke is frustrating ly congested at rush hour—morning 
and evening. It's gotten especially worse with the recent addition of the bike 
lane and signals at the Dravus/Thorn dyke intersection, as well as West Emerson. 
Can enough capacity be added to Dravus to meet increased number of Magnolia 
residents and freight traffic that are displaced from the Magnolia Bridge? Will 
both the width and number of lanes increase on both overpasses on Dravus? 

This city is ridiculous. We voted for monorails three times. Nothing. You take 
forever to study study study things and guess what - property values and costs 
go up and suddenly the best alternative is unaffordable. You push to increase 
density while skinnying roads and rejecting/removing transit options. What is 
the overarching plan for how wc (taxpayers) will move within and through the 
city??? How many more bait-and-switchcs? How much more squandering of 
public funds? How many Republicans do you aim to create?? 

I find it absolutely insane that after all these years of meeting citizen engagement 
o n the brid ge study with wishy washy pi o nntses r the city of Seattle decides it 
would rather let our bridge decay and choke our two remaining ways out of the 
neighborhood than do what it said it would. If the city hadn't wasted millions of 
do liars o n all those studies, we wouldn't have to have this co nve rsation. T he city 
seems content with taxing the living daylights out of the families of this 
neighborhood and doesn't seem to feel like it owes us anything. Well, we have 
ce rtainly had e nough. T hank yo u, city go vernme nt fo r making our home 
unlrvable. 

Replace the Magnolia bridge, [avoid Dravus Because of the back ups and forget 
about Emerson, it s worse now that it's only one lane. The Magnolia bndge is the 
o nly way to get to the business center. 

T hanks for do mg this! I live o n 25th and Berto na and I wo u Id like to bo th be able 
to drive down 15th without insane traffic, and take a bus to downtown 5 days a 
week for work. T hose are my priorities. 
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I think the majority of magno lians are o pe n to a LID to fu nd an in kind 
replacement, especially those of us on the south end of the peninsula. 
Alternative 1 is moderately acceptable, alternative 2 is bad, and alternative 3 is 
laughable. I'm an engineering student, I understand the kind of pressures your 
group is underand t want to help the process in all the limited ways lean. But J 
expect magnolia's population to continue to rise, our business impact to grow 
and the general demand to grow. As of no w, in the afternoon it takes me roughly 
5 minutes to get between thorndyke and 15th o n Dravus. It takes about 1 minute 
on the magnolia bndge.anything besides 3 full access routes is simply 
unacceptable. Lastly, just as the railroad contributed in 1929, many residents fully 
expect BN5F and T he Po rl of Seattle to pull the ir wo ight in this project as their 
activities are essentially what requires the access to be in bridge form, ps: the 
last question is 'check all that apply' 1 but only one can be selected. 

I can't afford a car. I support improvements that make biking (mostly important to 
me), transit, and walking (I am least able to walk) safe and convenient I ride with a 
bike trailer or baby seat so need pathways that are wide enough to 
accommodate that and have curb cuts as I cannot lift the bike up. I want a safe 
route that does not gain unnecessary elevation. 

The already existing ramps at Garfield MUST be integrated into access to 
Magnolia from northbound Elliott, ft’s the only way for that many cars at evening 
rush to efficiently turn left and begin the path to Magnolia - making them all turn 
left at 15th and Armory wo uld be a disastc r, and will bo eve n wo rsc when 
capacity is lost to the train. Once on the west side of 15th, the flyo ver could 
co ntinue as it docs now, but return to ground level and turn north after passing 
the railroad. Re-purposing some of that area now used as parking to become a 
road would be far cheaper than building a bridge at Armory, not to mention 
widening Dravus where new apartments have just been built. 

The only rightaltemative is an in-kind one-for-one replacement. You already 
knew that the number of years ago and it wasn't funded then. You need to figure 
out how to get that funded. 

Replacing the Magnolia Bridge is the #1 preference. Please focus there as this is 
most logical! 
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154 T he Garfie Ed Street Magno lia Bridge is a critical part of Seattle infrastructure and 
should be rebuilt. Seattle is the fastest growing city in the US and needs more 
infrastructure investment not less, inorder to prepare for the future. Lower cost 
alternatives do not folly value the cost to the neighborhood of disruption and 
changes in traffic flows through local streets. Magnolia has the West Point 

T reatment plant on one side and BalmerBNP railway yard on the other side. 
Replacing the Magnolia bridge is the best option for the future of Seattle and 
maintaining q u ality of co immunity life. 

155 T he re must be a third access point to Magno lia in the so uth part of the 
community. Traffle will not be manageable if it is directed to two northern access 
points. 

157 Replace the bridge, tf the city/county can afford free community college and also 
give $190Mto the billionaires who own the Mariners, we should be able to 
finance basic infrastructure. 

158 T he Garfie Id Street Magnolia Bridge must be rc bu Elt, T his is the o nly equitable 
so lution to maintain key infrastructure for the city and to respect this 
neighborhood, which accommodates both the regional West Point Treatment 
plant on one side and the B a I met BNSP rail yard on the other. Low cost options 
do not fu fly value the cost to the co mmunity of traffic flows thro ugh local streets 
and disruption to the neighborhood. Over the lifetime of the replacement 
options, these community costs could significantly level differences between 
the costs of rebuilding the bridge as compared with other options. Seattle is the 
fastest growing city in the US and should be looking at increasing tinfrastructure, 
and investing in replacement of the Garfield Street Magnolia bridge. 

160 We need aONEtoGNE replaceme nt of the bridge. IVe atte nded many of the 

community meetings and drop in session and it's dear that S DOT and the city is 
tr/ing to push an agenda even though your own study found that a one to one 
replacement was the preferred alternative. In the drop in session MANY people 
asked why wc could not vote on the bridge replacement but instead only on the 
alternatives and representatives there said that they were trying to "stack votes' 1 
for the alternatives to show that the neighborhood likes these instead of the 
bridge re place merit. We're not fo o led. T his o nline survey is exactly the same, a 
farce. You arc wasting more money and time chasing non-viablc options to push 
o n us citizens that could instead be put into the one to one replacement that 
your study of just 3 years ago revealed was the best option. This is wasteful, ft is 
deceitful. Stop playing games with us, our livelihoods and our lives. ONE to ONE 
replacement is the only option. 
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162 This is madness. Typical of Seattle. YEARS and MILLIONS OF DOLLARS have 
been totally wasted studying bizarre "solutions" to not repair/replace Garfield 
Bridge. I invite any and all of you "studying" your alternatives to come over here, 
any time of day, and try to get off Magnolia via Dravus and/or Emerson. My socio¬ 
economic status has absolutely no bearing on replacing the bridge. Quit 
throwing mo ney away (which you may o r may not have) and fix the bridge [! P.S. 

’ Pickall that apply” only allows one box to be chosen, Nice. 

163 REPLACETHECURRENT BRIDGE!!!! 

164 Not being able to provide something that increases capacity, or is considered an 
improvement is somewhat understanding, but basically providing a solution that 
is significantly worse than what it is now {eliminating a key bridge connecting a 
large neighborhood) is ridiculous. This is particularly true, in a booming city. The 
amount of revenue (taxes) being generated fram the construction boom, 
increased property taxes, and other tax increases should allow planning for 
projects like this in a certain time period. The management and efficient use of all 
of the revenue that is available is lacking. I'm pretty sure all of the increases in 
property taxes in Magnolia over the past several years alone would be a good 
starting point toward financing fora bridge replacement. 

I heard about this through a local Yahoo group. Please send postcards about 
this survey to Magnolia residents. 

Are there any public transportoptio ns? How does this benefit those living in 
west Mag/Viewmont area — current bridge alb wed folks to circumvent the traffic 
through central magnolia and stay on the perimeter of the neighborhood. Are 
the re any bold er options - wate r taxi fra m the marina, fe micular to light rail 
connection, gondola connection to bus depot? 'Futuristic,' bold, public transport 
optio ns see m to have a longer staying powc r as Seattle grows. Should help 
mitigate traffic as welt Why the conservatism? Why no bold options? Many 
Seattlites are forward thinking, bold, 'futurists' —why is the city council not the 
same? 

Wish this type of survey was available before the city took action on the bike 
lane upgrades along Gillman and 20th. I bike to downtown from the North side of 
Magnolia as often as possible. The upgrade was unnecessary and has visibly 
increased traffic coming in and out of Magnolia along the Dravis an Emmerson 
intersections. It's hard to imagine that a traffic study would have gleaned the 
updates as cost effective relative to commute times. The backups along Dravis 
alone are worse now then they we re when the Nickerson loop was dosed for 
maintenance a dew years back., 


165 


166 


167 
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168 


170 

171 


Response 

Improvements on Dravus alone do nothing to alleviate traffic as you add more 
cars on the road but create bottlenecks into the residential streets once you're 
into Magnolia, td submit that those alternatives do not replace in kind what we 
already have. The bridge is the mo st straight fo rward so uthbo u nd exit from 
Magnolia - the alternatives has us snaking all through the town taking more time 
and reducing overall traffic safety through residential streets. T his survey is only 
designed to compare alternatives whereas a majority of Magnolia residents want 
the bridge rebuilt. The port paid for a portion of the construction originally 
because it was in their interest - where is their involvement this time in terms of 
fu nd ing? T his is one of Seattle's largest co mmunities - where is the city's 
support in maintaining our intros true tu re considering the tax base that livers 
here?? Let's spend more money to change the plans that were already decided 
o n for so mething that creates mo re pro blems than it solves - ridiculous. 

Good analysis and information. Clearly the only viable path forward is the replace 
the current bridge with a new one in its place. 

REPLACE THE BRIDG EM! T he mo ncy fo r the bridge has been used for less 
important projects. We pay very high taxes on Magnolia and we need to get 
something in return. Any alternatives to not cut it!!! 
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172 All of these alternatives fo rce Magno lia res id e nts to choose betwee n a sene s of 

bad options, and none of them are acceptable alternatives to a bridge 
replacement. More importantly, all of these alternatives will radically increase 
traffic both on Magnolia's side streets and on Elliot Ave. W. and 15th Ave during 
peak traffic congestio n. 1 am flabbergas ted that the City has not already sought 
State and/or Federal funding fora full bndge replacement. Given the 
configuration of Magnolia, a full bridge replacement is the only feasible option 
that will not drastically worsen traffic influx and outflow. During construction, for 
example, Magnolia residents will only be left with two bad options—Dravus St 
and W. Emerson Ave. Both of those roads cannot handle the increased traffic 
diverted from the Magnolia Bridge closure, and will inevitably lead to massive 
traffic delays, backups, and increased rates of accidents on Elliot Ave, and 15th. 
Ave. Each of these bridges is also very old and probably not designed to handle 
the increased traffic capacity that the City is proposing. Additionally, all of the 
alternatives dump diverted traffic into already worsening traffic congestion 
locations. With all of the new apartment building construction at Dravus t f am not 
sure how the City plans to expand that street any further in a meaningful way to 
accommodate the additional increase in traffic from those buildings. Most 
importantly, the Magnolia Bridge es the only free, unencumbered entry point into 
the "island," and the only quick, safe way in and out for emergency vehicles. 1 
d rc ad the tho ught of what wo u Id happe n if the re eve r needed to be a mass 
evacuation from Magnolia with any of those traffic alternatives. Further, 
eliminating a full bridge replacement will isolate residents living on the south side 
of Magnolia and drastically increase their commute. I strongly believe that 
Magnolia residents would do what it takes to ensure funding fora new, full 
bridge replacement, including accepting higher levies. Given the amount of 
money that has already been spent on just coming up with these alternatives— 
and the fact that no body has appare ntly eve n to o ked into fede ral o r s tate 
funding fora full replacement—Ido not believe the City is taking this problem 
se rio us ly. We need a new Magno lia Bridge l P lease do n't fo rce re s ide nts to 
choose between a scries of terrible alternatives and do what you can to secure 
funding any way possible! 

175 RE P LACE T H E MAG NO LIA BRIDGE 

177 We need to replace the Magnolia Bridge, not look at these alternatives 
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178 Although I have prioritized the improvements as requested (don't see any of 
these alternatives providing anywhere near the same access as the in-kind 
replacement option. I also question whether these low cost 1 alternative 

co mponents accurately reflect the real costs that will be involved once the full 
effect of right of way, e nviro nmen tal permitting, new bridge s pans, and the 
multiple project components are fully understood. All of the low cost 
alternatives reflect a cobbled together system that seem destined for cost 
overruns and are unlikely to perform we II cither for Magnolia residents or for 
traffic between Ballard, Queen Anne, and downtown along 15th. 

179 T here IS no "recommended alternative " SDOT simply cannot be blind to the 
reality of how this isn't just a one bridge issue, but has impact for the entire 
region. No viaduct and the Nickerson ’diet" have only added to the problems 
already in place with the limited egress from Magnolia and the growing impact of 
accelerated housing and Expedia-Iike employment along 15th. You cannot keep 
making isolated mistake after mistake and expect no impact. This brings us to the 
breaking point! 

180 Replace the Magnolia Bridge 

181 T he abo ve o ptio ns don't seem s ufficicnt to pro vide easy access to Mag nolia. A 
replacement bridge should be on the list. 
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Response 

1 went to the Magonlia park open ho use and that very effident just sad it was 
no t talked abo ut till day of. 1 put in a comment card the re as we II but here is 
morc/rcpcated my points: - how will the emergency responders be impacted 
getting to magnolia rf Davis is the only way other than Nickerson. If the Ballard 
bridge is up our responders come from downtown. Also with the way that 15th 
is already backup every night the emergency vehicles already have a hard time 
getting through and that is only going to get worse when the viaduct comes 
down. - the bridge needs to be replaced as is. Wc have already been screwed on 
the tunnel and sound transit... don't throw more satt in the wound that’s just 
rude.-originally the bridge was partially paid for by the residents, take the money 
98199 zip code is paying fo r sound transit (that wc will no t see In our 
neighborhood in this lifetime} on our tabs and put that towards the bridge that 
actually will be used by 95% of magno lia res Edents. - also the nu mber of people 
who use the bridge has changed dramatically even En the last 6 months because 
of the changes made to Davis and nickcrson bridges. - my family has been in 
mag no lia s ince the 20's and so we have been thro ugh aJ! of the issues and not 
having that bridge is a nightmane. One final tho ught, 3 weeks ago on a Friday 
when there was an accident on the Aurora bridge, it took me 45 mins to drive to 
67th and dibble in Ballard. I was pissed that day because that Is ridiculous and my 
husband left at the same time from mukilteo and beat me there. However lam 
now left with guilt because that was the lastfamily dinnerwith my sudo grandpa. I 
do n't te II this to make yo u sad just want yo u to u nde rstand that the majo r quality 
of life issues your decisions will make. Thank you for time. 
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186 


Response 

My preferred component was not included [n this planning study, a one to one 
Magnolia bridge replacement. What are the current total Magnolia Bridge 
maintenance costs (from 2006 to June 2018) since the decision fora one to 
one replacement was decided on in 2006? Those costs could have been put 
towards the the cost of the new Magnolia bridge. The 3 leading Magnolia Bridge 
Project alternatives A.CDfrom 11/2005 were all bridge replacements and the 
final alternative chosen after years of studying, city, Port, and community input, 
and environmental review was option A f a one to one replacement Why did you 
review and rescrcen the 25 original alignments from the 2002-2008 Magnolia 
Bridge Study when this work was already do nc? Wc could have used this time 
and money for the bridge replacement T he city has and will continue to increase 
population in Interbay and Magnolia with apartments on Dravus and the Fort 
Lawton Redevelopment That, coupled with increased congestion on Elliot/15th 
with Expedla in 2019. the Ballard Bridge, access to Discovery Park and West 
Point Treatment Plant, and bike lanes that arc rarely used, supports a one to one 
replacement. As a long time resident worker, and taxpayer of this city, lam 
furious with the lack of financial responsibility and accountability of the Mayor 
and City Co u ncil. I do no t know any o ther jo bs whe re extreme overspending o n 
a project (bike lanes) would be overlooked. Why did you not stop after the first 
mile of bike lanes and say wait a second, this is way over the budget and we have 
multiple other projects that are more important than this, affect more people 
than this, are critical to public safety and safe transportation? Do you want to be 
the next Minneapolis, Minnesota (1-35W Bridge collapse killing 13 injuring 145)? 
Not even an apology that yep we screwed up. we hired someone who had no 
financial or investment background to manage the city and taxpayer money and 
things did not go as planned and we overspent in areas wc should not have. 
Maybe this time you can do the responsible thing and build upon the work and 
money that was already spent from 2002-2008 and complete the one to one 
Magnolia Bridge Replacement. While Ido support bikes are cars and believe that 
bike lanes make it safer far both cyclists and motorists, bikes and those who ride 
their bikes arc not part of basic traffic infrastructure, a bridge is. This bridge has 
been here for almost 90 years. It is clearly an important part of the city's and 
Magnolia's (one of the largest neighborhoods in Seattle) infrastructure. The one 
to one re placement from 2006 has room for bikes, cars, and pedestrians! I was 
at the May meeting in Magnolia and all the representatives from SDOT, the city, 
etc were asked how they got to the meeting that night Every person took the 
Magnolia Bridge ... 

Replace the existing Magnolia Bridge, ft is clearly the best solution. 
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189 My husband and I both fulty support a 1:1 Bridge Replace ment! The fact that the 
city already undertook a multi million dollar study that clearly recommended a 1:1 
replacement and that the City has flagrantly ignored this expensive and detailed 
study citing budgetary constraints is preposterous! What arc wc paying 
property taxes for? We are outraged! It is insane to imagine you are actually 
seriously deliberating alternatives that are in no way equal or sufficient. Blue tarp 
solution to a failed roof indeed! 

190 Please replace the bridge. It is ridiculous that this wo uld no t be do ne when so 
many other tax dollars are being wasted. 

191 I would like to see the bridge replaced. The alternative routes you are 
considering do not take into account the traffic on 15th avc w.as is or would be 
in the future. Heading north on 15th I currently take a right turn to access the 
current bridge thus relieving traffic volume on a very busy 15th avc at rush hour 
time. Adding yet another loft turn line up to access a now bridge would add 
considerably to the afternoon congestion on 15th. There is no illustration in this 
presentation regarding Sound T ransit plans for their rail line. T his wouid be 

he Ipfulinfb. 

192 A bridge replacement is necessary. Please replace the bridge and abandon these 
alternatives. 

194 A 1:1 replacement of the bridge is needed. What funding alternatives have been 
explored to cover the cost difference between a 1:1 replacement and the 
alternatives? Have you approached the state legislature? Have you updated 
traffic studies that are supposedly needed for federal funding? What about an 
LID? What is being asked of Expcdia as a corporate citizen to help mitigate the 
impacts of its move into the area? 

195 I can't rank the alternatives because I don't really unde rstand ho w they would 
work, task ail public officials involved in this decision to go into Magnolia and to 
drive north on 15th at 8:00am on a weekday, lask all public officials to try to 
leave Magnolia via Emerson at 5:00pm on a weekday, preferably when the bridge 
is up. Yo u will see how ng the back ups are. 3 thin k this will give yo u a better 
perspective of why we are saying we need this bridge to be fixed. I realize it is 
incredibly costly. 1 had a customer who is located in South park and that bridge 
was closed for years. Magnolia is basically an island cutoff by water and the 
railroad. More multi-family housing is being built in Magnolia, Interbay and Ballard. 
Light Rail is a long way off, it is not feasible to think that the bridge cannot be 
replaced. 
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196 The Armory Way Bridge would negatively affect the residential neighborhood 
onThomdyke Ave W (extra traffic, noise, less parking t etc5_ Property values 
would decrease more significantly there than in other parts of Magnolia, and 
Southeast Magnolia is already the least-affluent part of Magnolia, Other options 
mostly affect existing routes and would likely have less impact on the 
surrounding neighborhoods. Has a study been done to estimate the amount of 
Magnolia property value that would be lost by fa fling to replace the Magnolia 
Bridge? It seems like that amount would be comparable to the extra $100 million 
or so it would take to simply replace the bridge rather than settling for one of the 
lower-cost alter natives. Surely that justifies the cost. Propose something to 
raise revenue for the in-kind replacement and pitch it to Magnolia homeowners 
as a way to maintain property values. T hen eve rybo dy wins. 

197 T here are o nly 3 means of access into and out of Magno lia. These access po ints 
are allready strained as is. Getting rid of one of these three access points to save 
so me mo ney creates mo re of a funne I in and out of Magno tia e ve n rf yo u 
increase the number of lanes at the remaining 2 locations. The intersections at 
Gilman / Dravis and Gilman / Emerson cannot get biggerto take the increased 
traffic and are allready dangerous for bike riders, A 3rd access point into 
Magno lia is needed weather yo u replace the existing bridge or not. It also 
doesn't help that you give priority to any boat going under the Ballard bridge 
which backs traffic all the way back Into Magno la rendering Emerson useless 
leaving Dravus the only remaining road out when the bridge is up. 

198 T he Magno fia Bridge MUST be replaced IT he othe r a lie r natives are no t 
alternatives. Even consider a UD to replace 

201 We would ideally like to save the bridge we have now. 

203 T he s urvey is improperly designed, none of the co mpo nc nts address access 

into Magnolia. They address access to the Port of Seattle properties. The scope 
of the project and analysis are improperly defined and therefore your cost 
estimates are under budget and do not reflect the true cost of removing the 
Magnolia bridge. 
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20 4 1. Study prese nts an alternate means of go ing to and fro m Magnolia, but does 

not indicate what happens once one arrives atThorndyke Avenue W. The 
information being presented is incomplete. 2. The results of the traffic flow 
mode I for the entirely of Magnolia should be included in the presentation 
materials, T he traffic model will provide needed information for Stakeholders to 
provide informed comments. Show the Stakeholders which routes will bear the 
brunt of the redistributed traffic flow in Magnolia. 3,lsW Dravus St, west of 
T horndyke a City-pro scribed alternative for handling Increased traffic in that part 
of Magnolia? If this is the case, aside from the geometries of that road as it scales 
up and down the steep hill, the City and the licensed authorities that would 
justify a plan to route traffic here (on the Dravus hill) will become open to liability 
for increased accidents (property damage and injuries) resulting from the 
intentional routing additional traffic to this steep roadway. 4. Increased traffic 
fto w o n 15th Avenue W in bo th directio ns will exas pe rate the already jammed 
flow of traffic in the PM peak. 5. There is limited capacity at both W Emerson 
Street between Gilman Avenue W and 15th Avenue NW,and on W Dravus 
Street betweenThomdyke Avenue Wand 15th Avenue W. Particularly limiting is 
the northbound 15th Avenue W traffic and the resultant backup of all traffic on 
to eastbound W Dravus Street. 6. Please replace the existing Magnolia Bridge 
adjacent to its existing location. Thank you 

20 5 Befo re something happens to the Magna lia Bridge, co mplete all the proposed 

roadway improvements AND build the Armour Street Bridge, No one alternative 
would seem to be able to handle the traffic increase from the loss of the bridge, 
in addition to all the new housing coming in IntcrBay and the proposed housing 
next to Discovery Park. Seattle is growing city-wide and the sewage from the 
C ity is processed at West Po int. As the po pu latio n co ntinues to grow, more 
trucks hauling sewage sludge will add to the traffic. The Magnolia Bridge works 
and replacement may be less expensive than multiple afternatives. The study 
from20Q2-20GS concluded 1:1 replacement was the best option. Perhaps it 
could be replaced in sections, as was done in the past for significant upgrades. 
Perhaps the peo pte in Magno lia co u Id he fp pay fo r the wo rk as was done when 
the Bridge was first built. It would seen there may be other sources of revenue 
than just the City and residents as happened in the past when the railroads 
participated. Please don't just tell us after all these years we get only what would 
amount to a temporary fix, even if you call it a ''permanent'’ one. Time would 
show anyone proposed alternative would need fo be enhanced in the long run 
and cost even mo re money. T h an k yo u fo r reading this. 

206 Replace our bridge lfor 1 

20 7 Full re place me nt of the bridge is the best o ptio n fo r mo b j I ity 
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208 I vo te fo r re placing the existing bridge and co ntlnuing the co nve rs atio non how 
to pay fo r it vs. be ing to 3d that I need to vo te fb r an o ptio n that I do n't agree with. 
The dismissive manner in which this has been handled so far is unnerving. Why 
have we not worked on financing when we knew it needed to be replaced and 
why were the costs so far off? Who is being held accountable? 

209 This survey isn't asking the right questions - I cannot judge one toxic 'solution" 
in comparison to another equally toxic and insufficient proposal. Most of these 
alternative components were eliminated from consideration early in the 2002- 
2006 study for good reason: they did not serve the community affected, and 
made traffic worse. None of these alternatives really help Magnolia at all. A 1:1 
Replacement is what we need. It is outrageous that we, the public, only count 
15% t when the Magnolia Bridge = at least 33% of our access. Dravus expansion 
or Dravus signal improvements will handle capacity AND/OR address travel times 
in a positive way are a pipe dream. It is outrageous to contemplate spending 
taxpayer dollars on Galer/Alaskan Way and viaduct replacement that only leads 
to a PRIVAT E marina, since both only benefit private companies, and do nothing 
to provide access to and from Magnolia. P5 Your last questions says "pick all that 
apply" but it only allows one answer 

210 Co u Id there be an o ptio n to fo cus o n the co mbinatio n of Dravus impro vc me nts 
and Armory bridge? 

212 Spend the extra hundred million and replace the bridge. Also Improve dravus. 

There is a ton of development go ing on and you need to planter the future. The 
city has planned for the "now" time and again and only makes incremental 
improvements that barely get us by. Make an investment. Also, it looks like the 
port just wants a private road and facility for themselves. How about have them 
pay something fora new bridge? Plus this is a weird survey. This should be 
based o n traffic and use and not which gender yo u identify with. Also, the bus 
works only to go downtown and barely that. It just takes too Eong to ride it 
anywhere else. 

214 Your survey will give you skewed results since most Magnolia residents do not 

support any of the alternatives to replacing the bridge. I, for one, feel betrayed by 
city representatives who have Jed us to believe for many years that progress 
was being made in replacing the bridge. Those of us who have lived through 2 
closures of the bridge (due to a landslide and then an earthquake) know how 
much this will impact the neighborhood. Businesses will be hurt and residents 
will be dealing with poor traffic flow and even more limited bus services. This is 
not acceptable. 
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216 Funding is a choice. The city is CHOOSING not to find the funds for the bridge. 1 
am wondering why it has always been {and per your planning so fan will continue 
to be) so difficult for Magnolia residents to access Smith Cove,? With the new 
park improvements, there's even more reason to go there - can we fix that? The 
businesses down there could hugely benefit from better access. We have spent 
millions of do liars on work to date for feasibility, etc. Why are SIX)!, the Port 
and the city not collaborating marc effectively with each other and with Magnolia 
residents to find a solution that works for all? Are there vested interests thatwc 
do n't know abo ut? ft is CRAZY to no tify o ur co immunity at the 11th hour that yo u 
arc choosing not to replace the bridge. 

217 I don! understand why you didn't include a one-to-one replacement of the 
Magnolia Bridge as one of the choices. That is my first, and only, choice. Your 
data will be misleading without including it. All of the other choices will cause 
traffic congestion with resulting time delays, air pollution, and noise, ft's 

particu lady unfair to direct traffic up and down Thomdyke, where many of 
Magnolia's poorest (and most raciallydiversejchildren live. Replace the bridge. 
Also> your 'Pick all that apply" buttonon the fast questfonon this page is broken. 
lean only pick one. but every paper I read and every local group I belong to is 
discussing this issue. No one can understand why you are acting irresponsibly 
toward Seattle citizens. 

218 Like many in the Magnolia community the Garfield Bridge is the lifeline to our 
neighborhood.This entire process has been poorly handled by SDOT in 
particular The only resolution that makes sense In any even financially is a 1:1 
replacement. Many of you should take the time to drive on Dravus and Emerson 
St. d u ring rus h hours to get a sense of what it is really like. Pretty easy to set our 
your markers and make your determinations yet those that live in this community 
have to suffer the consequences tor yo u ineptitude. T he Magnolia Bridge serves 
bus routes and emergency vehicle ro utes that are not assessable by Dravus or 
Erne rso n. Add Ing a bridge at Armo ry o nly means the wide ning of streets at 

T ho rndyke and Blaine, etc. tt means mo re d rivers will use the s Ede streets to 
assess the Magnolia Village. There is zero common sense in any other solution 
than a replacement 1:1. It is the only rational solution. 

219 Not replacing the Magnolia Bridge would be disastrous for our community of 
20,000 people, Dravus is already grid locked at busy times of day. Same with 
West Nickerson by Fishermen's Tcriminal; esp after the bike lane haircut. 
Speaking of which, I think the bike lane is great except that it was really short¬ 
sighted if the City was not planning on replacing the bridge! At busy times, fve 
already seen traffic backed up so far that it blocks the right hand soutbound lane 
of the Balfard Bridge. Already, it can take 30 minutes to feed from Government 
Way past Fishermen's Terminal and onto the Ballard Bridge northbound. There 
is absolutely no acceptable alternative to a 1:1 bridge replacement! 
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220 The survey does not include replacing the Magnolia Bridge or any other 

so uthern access to the entire land mass of Magnolia. The drive along the bluff is 
the most beautiful in the Gty and leads to the City's grand Discovery Park. Any 
of the alternatives would make these important attractions difficult to locate. If 
low cost is all that matters, why is the ravine not being considered? The survey 
has an error: the last questio n says to pick all that apply and only allows one 
bullet 

221 T his is crazy. Funding to replace the bridge was secured years ago. [would like 
to know where that money went. Millions were also spent on a feasibility study 
which recommended replacing the bridge. Why was all of that money wasted and 
a new study done? tf the bridge would have been replaced ha timely fashion 
years ago when the money was secured and the origlnal study done, we 
wouldn't be in this mess. Every year. I pay thousands of do liars more in property 
taxes on my one-bedroom home. I would like to know where this money is 
going. There is absolutely no accountability in Seattle's government agencies. 

223 1 am respo nd ing to this survey, yet I wo rry that the city docs n't really care what 

Magnolia residents think about the bridge proposal. Once the city decides what 
it wants, off you go. Council member Sally Bags haw hailed the "dialogue" we had 
regarding the proposed low-income ho using at Lawton and adjacent to 
Discovery Parkas a model for community engagement 
(ht tp: //bags ha w.s c attic .g o v/2018/01/30/b u ild ing-a- pat h way- ho me - a t-fo rt- 
lawton/) yct f at the first meeting, the city representatives unplugged the 
micro pho ne afte r their o penmg co mments {which we re to the effect that our 
neighborhood was not a ‘Welcoming environment ', that It was not diverse 
enough and that our homes were too high priced, as if somehow, this was our 
fau It). Angry residents took co ntro I o f the aud io eq u tpme nt and started voicing 
their concerns. The 2nd meeting was stacked with stakeholders (nonprofits and 
others who stand to receive funds from the city for their services in connection 
with the low-income housing project) and so-called Social Democrats who don't 
live in Magnolia. I attended the meeting for 2.5 hours and never heard a single 
Magnolia resident speak as ail of the slo ts to speak had been filled hours before 
any of us thought we had to be at the church. The threat from the City was 
dearly delivered - the Lawton site could hold as many homes as Holly Park; 
you're lucky that is not the proposal on the table. Now, we come to the so-called 
dialogue on the Magnolia Bridge. but we only get to talk about the lo wer cost 
alternatives (I ranked those at an in-person meeting so have not completed the 
on-line survey on those alternatives), not replacing the bridge with another 
bridge, which is what we all want. What have we done in Magnolia to attract such 
ire from city government? T he Social Democrats at the 2nd meeting on the 
Lawton ho us ing project shouted insults at us: "white, wealthy Magno lia-itcs 
hoarding their private park.” When did we become the bad guys? We're liberal 
democrats here - we care about the direction of the city and all of its inhabitants, 
including the homeless. We contribute time to community activities and money 
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to charitable causes, we educate ourselves about the Issues, and we open our 
Response , , .. , , , .. . , 


pocKcfbooKs [repeatedly) to the city's requests for money: for the homeless, for 
schools, for parks, etc. Property values in Magnolia have skyrocketed - not 
because of anything residents here did. While view and waterfront properties 
here are owned mostly by the wealthy, that is the case in all Seattle 
neighborhoods where there are views or properties on the water. All around 
the interior of Magnolia, however, homes are more modest and people are just 
trying to keep those houses as they watch their property taxes skyrocket 
through no fault of their own. Where is our light rail? Where is our improved bus 
service? What we have are 3 roads in and out to one of the busiest 
thoroughfares (15th) in the city. Thousands of employees and cars coming to 
Expediaand increased high density housing development at Interbay and along 
the 15th Avenue corridor, will make matters worse. Each day, workers pour in 
and out of the Salmon Bay/Fisherman's Terminal business area, creating huge 
traffic jams at Emerson. The reduction of Emerson to only 1 lane each direction 
to accommodate a bike lane has further choked that corridor People trying to 
avoid Emerson can go down to Dravus, where increased housing density at 15th 
has ballooned traffic there as well. When the Ballard Bridge goes up (6:00 pm 
like clockwork), traffic backs up both directions,to the South past Dravus. What 
is left is the always reliable route up o rdown the Magnolia Bridge. When you 
come from downtown in the rush hour, you can toll rf traffic is backed up past 
Dravus and jump onto the bridge. When Emerso n and Dravus arc stacked going 
to downtown, you can travel across the top of Magnolia to the Magnolia Bridge, 
if that route is gone, all traffic will be compressed into 2 already clogged routes. 
The Magnolia bridge serves as the delivery route for commercial traffic to 
Magnolia Village. T hat bridge allows emergency vehicles to access Magnolia 
quickly. T hat bridge allows res idents all ove r Magno lia to go No rth and South. 
That bridge is currently the only route for bus service to downtown Seattle. 

That bridge provides the most scenic route for the thousands of tourists and 
local residents who visit the city's largest park - Discovery Park - a park that is 
there for everyone to enjoy, not just Magnolia residents, I reviewed the 
proposed replacement bridge design. Surely there are ways to reduce the cost 
of that bridge - we don't need a tajma-bridge. Wc need a reasonably priced 
replacement. No one is going to bike up that bridge so skip the bike lane (my 
primary mode of transpo rtatio n from Magno lia is by bike, so I do n't speak from 
bike-spite). Wc don't need more lanes: just replace what we have. Atone of the 
public meetings in the Village, 1 heard a local resident make a good suggestion: 
city representatives charged with making the determination about this situation 
should be required to drive from downtown Seattle to Magnolia during the rush 
ho ur - they s hould be required to drive fro m the Salmo n Bay area at 5:00 pm to 
downtown via 15th, just to get a fee I for the traffic at that hour. Wc are told now 
that the city just doesn't have the mo ncy fora new bridge and that the 
population density (or lack thereof?) in Magnolia does n't justify this expenditure 
of funds. Ho w do you think that sounds to a nefghborfiood paying its fair share 
of the cost of light rail ft cant access, a bus tunnel ft can't access [and the loss of 
the route we now have to go South), and Metro service that runs only every half 
ho ur and takes an hour to go 6 miles to downtown during the rush hour? It 
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sounds penal and vindictive. We're a community: wc arc in this together. 
mialcvcr^Tappcns, Magnolia residents need to fccl like they have been heard, 
that their concerns have been addressed, and that the reasons for the decision 
are fair, thoroughly explained and well-reasoned. 

Please implement the 1:1 bridge replacement. The current bridge serves the 
co mmunity well 


My name is I 


1.1 am an 11-year homeowner atl 


Prior to 

purchas ing my condo I was a re nter o n T ho mdyke Ave nue fbr 4 years, f canno t 
urge you strongly enough to abandon the Armor/Way Bridge/Hafladay street 
alternative. The construction of this bridge will radically change the quality of life 
at and near this location. Residents will be impacted by high traffic volume, noise, 
excessive light, reduced air quality, loss of on-street parking,decreased safety 
for drivers, pedestrians and bicyclists, and a radically reduced proper value. As it 
stands this proposal would likely influence my property value to the extent that l 
could only sell it for far less than I currently still owe on my mortgage (and 
potentially could still owe at the time of the completion of this bridge). The 
Armory Way Bridge/Halladay street proposals it now appears is unfeasible. 

T here will be massive traffic impacts on 15th Avenue where drivers would have 
to turn left onto Armory Way. This will back up traffic south on 15th Avenue and 
Western Avenue, onto Denny Way and downtown. The current plan calls for 
o ne lane each way on this bridge, which is no t e no ug h to handle the traffic 
volume. The current plan does not call fora widening of Thorndyke Avenue or 
the building of a dedicated left-turn lane onto Halladay Street from T ho mdyke 
Ave nue. T his plan also cuts off all of Magno Eia so u th o f Hallad ay Street, and 
would require an extensive rerouting of traffic from South and West Magnolia 
onto narrow residential streets not constructed to withstand the weight and 
impact of traffic of this volume. The lackofdirectaccess to South and West 
Magnolia wifi impact property values and will damage businesses in beloved 
Magnolia Village. Magnolia's population is increasing, and it is facing increased 
rents and impacts from the homelessness problem. White we weather these 
changes well, the failure of the City to provide a one-to-one replacement of the 
existing Magnolia bridge will have a negative impact on the community for 
ge ne ratio ns to co me. Pie ase make eve ry effo rt to provide a o ne-to-one 
replacement of the current bridge. If that replacement remains unfeasible, I beg 
you to abandon the Armory Way Bridge/Hafladay Street alternative (Alternative 
1). Thank you very much. 
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226 Re-ehanne ling traffic from the Magno lia Bridge to the Dravus bridge wo uld be 
foo lhardy and dangero us. T he sharp left turn and steep desce nt at the to p of 
Dravus Street (at 30th) is already a dangora us route with many near head-on 
collisions at the top. Particularly during inclement weather (not just snow and 
ice t but even rain) H many cars have difficulty negotiating 1) the steep stretch of 
Dravus between 20th and 30th. 2) making the sharp left turn and steep descent 
from 30th to Barrett and 3) climbing 30th from Barruttto Dravus. Increasing the 
traffic along this stretch is guaranteed to result in an increase in accidents. Cars 
co ming down the steep section of 30th fro m Dravus to Barrett have 1) 
sometimes missed the comcrand run into the planting strip, 2}dipped cars 
parked alo ng Barrett, o r 3) igno red the sto p signs and sped along 30 th heading 
so uth. All of these stre cts are narrow, residential, and fu II of families with 
children. Additionally, 30th is often lined with parked cars on both sides of the 
street due to the lack of garages and off-street parking in the area. What you are 
proposing by eliminating the Magnolia Bridge will result in traffic being re routed 
to Dravus. As looted above, this will result in an increase in dangerous traffic 
scenarios as well as making life in Magnolia just that much less bearable. 

227 It seems unfathomable to have a population of approximately 17,000 people 
without terrific access to their area of Seattle. There are, dearly, many 
transportation issues springing up in the city and also, clearly, many poor 
decisions being made that are not solving problems adequately. The traffic 
towards Ballard will only increase dramatically with Expedia's 3,000 person 
campus opening soon and any additional decisions made that would increase 
the demand for portions of 15th could be a nightmare for everyone involved and 
result in even more costly retro-fixes in the future. Also, the economic 
sustainability of Magnolia restaurants and shops will be very adversely affected 
and may result in closures for our already underserved community. I understand 
the push for a o nc-to-onc re placemc nt so lutio n, and I agree it is the o nly fair 

o utco me. T hat said, the Armory brid ge is dearly the seco nd best soiutio n if the 
funding doesn't provide a new Magnolia bridge re placement. 

228 We need the bridge replaced T his co mmunity needs all 3 access routes Adding 
public housing to magnolia and reducing access is notin the best interest of the 
community I am not ready to give up on funding a bridge replacement The city 
has some basic problems with funding/passing bonds/levies and over promising 
what will be included. They are obligated to work forfunding what they got 
support from the public for. Just saying sony guess we can't do what we voted 
for isn’t good enough. Time for fiscal respo nsibility 

229 We need the 1:1 re placemc nt bridge, regardless if it s the most expe nsivc 

o ption. A 1:1 replacement is the best way to access Eower Magnolia, including 
Magnolia Village. Please don’t harm our businesses by insisting on saving the 
most money. 
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Respo nse 

I echo many people who support the option that is not shown in this survey.... 

1:1 replacement of Magnolia Bridge. 1 will quote one of Magnolia resident's 
comment here because 1 think it is worth considering. "I believe a realistic cost 
reduction approach for the Magnolia bridge would be a repair .replace scenario 
done in the same location as the current structure. The east bridge portion does 
not need immediate replacement (up to the mid bridge exits T ie the the low 
portion over the BNSF ROW can remain) However This tower bridge 
re placcmc nt cost is included in the current S DOT 1:1 cs timatc.T his scctio n 
could also possibly be remediated once more for seismic issues ,using current 
technology. The Sower bridge section can be replaced ata Satcrdatc.undcra 
separate budget request The high portion of the bridge could be replaced while 
operating the current structure r for most of the project schedule. Auger cast 
piles and caps can be installed between the existing towers.New concrete 
towers (columns) can be formed and concrete placed to the underside of the 
existing deck,while the current structure continues to operate. The deck could 
then be demolished in sections and replaced using both the existing and new 
support towers for the installation of the falsewo rk and formwork. The existing 
bridge towers could then be demolished and removed. This is not as easy or 
quick as blowing up the existing bridge P but a lot less expensive as the exits and 
east and west approachs can remain in the same locations at the same 
elevations. The SDOT project engineer informed me at an information session 
that the lower bridge portions are not in danger of imminent collapse in a seismic 
event.SDOT believes a complete structure replacement should be done due to 
convenience and funding issues, { Funding 1 surmise so they don't ask for money 
twice.) T he engineer stated the lower replacement was a 11 while we are here 
item". Which, discounting funding issues makes sense. Even ff the current high 
bridge were totally demolished in one phase and out of service for 18 to 24 
months .reinstalling the high portion only in the same location will save many 
millions. 
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231 There Es ordyl viable solution- replace the bridge. All your other proposals are 
short-sighted and will cause significant traffic back-ups and will impede reliable 
accessibility to our homes and businesses. Frankly, we don't trust the SDOT and 
the data/alternative plans they are proposing. Read the Seattle Times editorial 
again- Magnolia should not be permanently victimized by SDOT f s lack of financial 
planning. The SDOT and the City Council have buried their collective heads in 
the sand about this issue for far too many years. Meanwhile hundreds of millions 
of do liars have been wasted on traffic proposals and projects that have failed to 
do liver any benefit to Seattle residents. T raff re is a nightmare. Your alternative 
proposals will be a colossal failure, too. It's a lot easier to build a new bridge 
alongside the old one instead of disrupting the already congested 15th Avc 
traffic during construction of the proposed Dravus intcrchangc.Thc city council 
has lost all credibility in their financial management, decision-making, and in their 
ability to govern. We will be politically engaged En replacing everyone of them. 
And also in demanding the replacement of one of the city's major bridges. 

232 T he o nly fe as i b le al te rnati ve ns pi ace me n t is a 1 to 1 re place me n t. T h is w a s 

ind Ecated in earlEer studies and we we re to Id we d Ed have the money for a 1 to 1 
replacement We would like to kno w what happened to that money. We want to 
know how we can afford hundreds of millions of dollars on the homeless, with 
no transparency or accountability, and spend $12,000,000 per mile for bike 
lanes that are hardly used yet we can't afford to replace a bridge that provides 
the major access point 1 of only 3 access points, to a community of 20,000 that 
has seen their property taxes increase substantially over the last few years. The 
entire community is extremely frustrated by the lack of transparency in this 
process in terms of not being consulted when SDOT determined the bridge 
wouldn't be replaced when earlier studies indicated that a 1 to 1 replacement 
was the only option, 

233 None of the alternatives make sense .A 1:1 replacement of magnolia bridge is 
needed 
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234 Anything other than a 1:1 replacement of the Magnolia Bridge will eventually 
result in a much smaller Magnolia Village business community and will negatively 
impact the quality of life for the citizens of Magnolia. However, it must also be 
no ted, that for many of us who are o Ider, own our homes and are facing 
incredible rises in our property taxes, dosing the bridge and making Magnolia 
less accessible might be a blessing. Our property values and taxes would 
decrease and we could live out our remaining years in relative quiet. I would 
most likely be in the minority with that o pinion Just to be fair. It seems that the 
City of Seattle is abrogating a contract between the citizens of Magnolia and the 
city. Wc pay taxes and fees to support the operations of the City (our end of the 
bargain], but when the bill comes due for maintaining a vital connection between 
our community and the rest of our City, the City has mismanaged the dues 
collected from us over the years, and doesn't have the funds necessary to 
uphold Its end of the bargain. Not having a sinking fund to repair the inevitable 
replacement costs of all the bridges In our City is passive mismanagement of the 
worst kind. No one gets voted out of office for it, indeed, no one even notices 
until something like this comes along. And the current City Council did not 
create the problem, they inherited it Mind well, the current CC has an execrable 
re putatlo n 1b r fiscal mismanage men t, but they d id n't create the problem. So, I 
have a suggestion. T otal all the costs of do ing the most basic replacement 
alternatives and pledge those funds towards the cost of a new 1:1 replacement 
bridge. Take the remaining co sts fo r the new bridge and fu nd that portion with 
an LID on the citizens of Magnolia, the Po it of Seattle and the Railroads. 
Magnolfans are wealthy enough to pay something extra fora vital piece of 
infrastructure, and for the privilege of living in a beautiful space in this world, ff 
you divide $200 MM by 10,000 households, that would be 3 burden of $20,000 
porhousehold. 5000 households would he $40,000 per... Spread it over 20 
years and it would be doable. This is not a popularities, but would hold the feet 
to the fire of those who insist (as I do) on the vital nature of a 1:1 replacement 
Thanks for reading and listening. 

235 Concern for the businesses located in the village if the bridge is not replaced. 
Concerned about cars driving on narrow residential streets trying to get to the 
village and west Magnolia. 
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236 T he best option, and the one overwhelmingly needed by the people affected by 
this project, is to replaced the bridge in its current location. The full replacement 
option was eliminated for the political reason that it is too expensive. However, 
it is only too expensive based on a politically-determined maximum allowable 
cost, which is unsupportable at a time when the city is paying $12-million per mile 
for bike fanes, which compared to this bridgeware an unnecessary luxury. 
Eliminating the bridge will route thousands of cars, buses, and trucks through 
residential neighborhoods, with many safety, econo mic, and environmental 
impacts, A full EIS should be completed o n all the o ptions, including full 
replacement of the bridge, before eliminating any options. 

237 It is critical that the Magnolia bridge be replaced 1:1, and none of the options you 
have provided be co ns idered. No t o nly will the e nviro nmental impact with 
thousands of cars sitting in severe traffic be terrible, but access to the largest 
city park will be impacted along with traffic on 15th. Queen Anne, Elliott and 
Ballard. It is irresponsible to leave 25,000 Magnolia residents along with all of 
those that visitor work in Magnolia with poor options for transportation to and 
from. It's the city's duty to maintan infastructure and providing these options is 
no t o k. In reality this is a $100 M is s ue, not $400 M. As a ho me and business 
owner, and someone that invests hevily in the community I ask you to please do 
the right thing. There is certainly money that can be used here, especially with 
the bridge not coming down for 5 years. This is a problemthatshould and can be 
so lved with fiscal responsibility from the city and SOOT. How can we as a city do 
so much to protect our environment and then plan to dump so much more CQ2 
into the air? Will there be a sign asking people to turn off their engines as they 
wait (le Ballard Bridge)? The last time Magnolia had two bridges to use there was 
a 35-40 minute commute from 28th to 15th via Dravus, And this was without the 
massive number of apartment and condo units that have developed on 15th. Not 
to mention Dravus shuts down at the first sign of icc. Magnoliacontinucs to 
grow at a rapid pace and handicapping one of the three access points is 
unacceptable and shortsighted. 

238 1 work in Magnolia and removing one of three access points is unacceptable. 

Fro m a safety, e mergency and enviro nme ntal PO V it is not o k to cut off an entire 
city neighborhood. Not only will residents and visitors be sitting in traffic for 
extended periods, hurting our green and dean environment, but people will not 
be abfe to esily visit the best park in the city. Please be reponsible as city leaders 
with future planning and replace the bridge. 
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Response 

Hone of the proposals are an acceptable replacement for the current bridge. As 
a voter that has willingly voted for taxes, infrastructure spending and other levies 
necessary to keep our city functional, 1 find this particular failure in leadership and 
foresight completely unacceptable. Severing a crucial artery needed to alleviate 
the already choked access points will have a number of obvious negative 
impacts. Bus riders will be further inconvenienced by yet longer commutes and 
less incentive to ride. Bikers on Dravus with be put at risk with a huge uptick in 
drivers (and frustrated angry ones at that). Park visitors and other Discovery park 
residents will be forced to navigate the aheady reduced lanes around the 
Emerson entry point only now with a pile of new cars. How arc Magnolia 
businesses going to appreciate the drap in patrons when the access to their 
stores becomes unbearable? How about School Busses that now use Dravus to 
take the Magnolia middle school students to McClure In the heart of rushhour. 
God fo rbid yo u have a lo ved one that needs medical ass [stance or police 
support. Driving up and around to access the south end of Magnolia isn't getting 
any easle r._. and when every minute co u nts, yo u're now putting actual human 
lives at risk. It s insane fo r a city of Seattle 's co mpass io n and innovatio n to even 
be having these conversations. Let's talk about increased pollution from the 
thousands of additional cars now crawling through interbay with another 20 
minutes each way tacked on their commute. Quick napkin math gives me 40mins 
x Sdays/week x 50 work weeks... 10K additional minutes PER CAR!!!! Even on 
the short end of lOmins each way you are now adding 80 hrs of NEW C02 PER 
CAR a year to the environment, ft’s outrageous and Irresponsible, and the 
people deserve better. Finally, as none of the above projects are free, (suggest 
we begin talking about these alternative costs by focusing more specifically on 
the delta between their cost and a replacement, as that is the true cost of a new 
Magnolia bridge. Also, I find it ridiculous to be framed as merely an inconvcnicce 
to Magnolia residents when neighbors from Ballard,Quecn Anne, Belltown, etc. 
will all be adversely affected by this failure. If you made it this far, I appreciate you 
taking the time to read my comments, i hope It gives you a few minutes of 
additional perspective on how wide ranging the impact of this is. I assume there 
will be future studies that better articulate one persons common sense 
o bservations, and I hope we pursue those before making a decision like this that 
alters so many lives in a blatantly negative way. 

Why do these pro posed ro cites all sto p o n the east edge of mag no lia? As 
alternatives to the current bridge, each alternative should terminate in each of 
the most common endpoints of magnolia bridge traffic, specifically the Village, 
magnolia bluff. Pop Mounger Pool,... 

Please replace the bridge 1:1. Traffic is already awful on Emerson/Dravus in the 
evenings (since the bike lanes were added). Any other option besides replacing 
the bridge would cause major backups along 151h so this is not just a Magnolia 
issue (think rush hour and people trying to get to Ballard) 


Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 92 




Response!D Response 


242 15th is already a nightmare on a good day. Removing the bridge would push 
traffic to Dravus (already congested) and Emerson where a lane has been 
removed to make room for a bike lane to get on to Gilmore. That intersection is 
becoming a mess. There needs to be a 1:1 bridge replacement. 

243 Studies made for alternatives in the event of an erne rgcncy Magnolia Bridge 
closure were made before the recent bike lane alterations to the other two 
points of entry, which have caused significant bottlenecks. Getting out is 
increasingly affected by the increased traffic on 15th, which in turn is affected by 
Ballard Bridge openings. If the Magnolia Bridge Es not replaced, the city must 
provide a new third point of entry into Magno lia. We who live here can assure 
you that an expansion of the Dravis exit is a terrible idea-just awful. It's bad 
enough and the red lights are super long as it is, plus the no turn on red at 
Government Way due to bikes is piling up the cars at that light The right and 
best thing to do is frankly to replace the bridge, regardless of cost. We shouldn't 
be at the mercy of poor advance planning for what was dearly going to be 
required. Figure it out. 

245 Dravus "improvements" are simply not an option. No a mo u nt of "improving" will 
be able to accommodate the current high level of use (which only continues to 
increase as more condos arc completed in the area) as well as traffic shunted to 
the Dravus/15th intersection if the Magnolia Bridge doses. Additionally, because 
of the misguided addition of bike lanes, the Gilman/Emerson intersection has 
become virtually unusable at certain times of day so that the Fisherman's 

T erminal bridge cannot provide more ingress/egress. I also take issue with the 
format of the survey. What use is asking for rankings of "3 most important 
co mpo nc nts" and "3 least impo riant co mpo nc nts" since any o ptio n must be 
viewed as a comprehensive whole. For example, I personalty don't care at all 
about cruise ship access but recognize that it is an important part of the City's 
commerce. The Magnolia Bridge must simply be replaced. Please put to good 
use the millions of dollars already spent to study the issue and make it happen. 

T hank yo tk 

246 1; 1 Magno lia Bridge replacement is only acce ptabEe o ptio ni 

247 We need an actual bridge replacement for the Magnolia Bridge Just like we have 
now and using the exact plans that have been studied to replace it with a new 
bridge. No other option! 

248 Replace the bridge! Most of these o ptio ns seems to prioritize Smith Cove and 
the pie rover residents. At least allow people to select that they prefer the 
bridge replacement - that wasn't even listed as an option. 
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249 Given your past results: Taking away our traffic lanes to accommodate non tax 
paying bike lanes thereby increasing our wait times on Emerson (opposite 
Fisherman's Terminal), not improving Mercer after spending a ton of money, 
restricting a traffic lane on Elliott Avenue, thereby causing more delays, I don't 
have any faith that you will do anything positive for the residents of Magnolia. 

T he re is mo ney for the ho meless, the tunne l T and other projects, but no t 
enough for us? This is unacceptable. Re-build the Magnolia Bridge. WE arc the 
taxpayers and WE wantour bridge rebuilt. Your options are unacceptable. 
Increasing traffic along Dravus street with a huge hill to the West is not feasible. 
Find the money to rc-build the Magnolia Bridge. 

250 Magnolia Bridge replacement is the only option. The alternatives would provide 
way too much traffic congestion. A good point was made in a recent Seattle 

T imes article. Three of the four buses that travel in and out of Magnolia take 
Magnolia bridge. Surveys count them as one vehicle. However, it is the number 
of people not the number of vehicles crossing the bridge. Also some of the 
alternate routes proposed are also more congested and more dangerous with 
the addition of the wide bike lanes. Seattle must figure out funding to replace the 
Magnolia bridge because it is the onfy thing that will work as a long term 
solution. 

251 The Magnolia bridge is a necessary piece of infrastructure that has to have a 1:1 
replacement 

253 I did not choose one of these o ptio ns because the only o ption I feel is viable is 
the 1:1 replacement bridge. 

254 T he Magnolia bridge is incredibly important for residents of Magnolia and people 
traveling in and o ut o f the neighbo rho od. It is the no ute I use most and the ro ute 
with the least congestion even though it is busy. Also, when I take a bus out of 
Magno lia, it also crosses the Magno lia bridge (3 o ut of 4 buses do) and many 
people take these bus routes as an alternative to driving. There are no 
alternatives that will measure up. The expense is necessary and the city needs 
to cough up the money to restore the bridge. 

255 1 very strongly support a 1:1 bridge rcplaccmc nt It will be the most d ircct ro ute, 
and will avoid spilling well over 17,000 cars onto the local streets of our 
residents and will be the safer alternative. I also frequently take the bus, and 
getting to work/downtown fo r pleasure and home again directly and safely is 
very important to our family. Seattle will be shirking its responsibility to its 
citizens if it continues to ignore prior studies supporting the 1:1 replacement. 
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257 Ido not support any alternative that does not replace the Magnolia bridge. 
WSDOT and the city of Seattle have mismanaged resources that would have 
provided for much needed light rail along 15th alt the way north to Holman. And 
have further exascerbated our commutes by e liminting car travel lanes and 
spending exorbitant amounts of money on useless and underutilized bike lanes. 
As such your decision making process which lead to the weak alternatives listed 
here in cannot and sho uld not be taken serio us ly. T he city and WS DO T 
leadership should be called into question for lack of accountability and failure to 
discharge the duties of their offices in a fiscal and responsible way. 

258 It's shameful and ridiculous that bridge can r t be replaced. AH the alternatives are 
lame. 

259 We must have a 1:1 Magnolia Bridge replacement to maintain adequate access 
for Magnolia residents to other parts of the city. Clearly the city has not 
adequately studied the importance of this bridge and the significant congestion 
at other access points into Magnolia. We must have a 1:1 Magnolia Bridge 
replacement! 

260 Wc need Magno lia Bridge replacement! any o thcr o ptio n could cost mo rc than 
that! 

261 None of these "alternatives' is adequate to replace the existing bridge. Nothing 
acknowledges the increased traffic since the traffic study was done. Nothing 
takes into account the increased traffic resulting when Expedia opens in 2019. 
Nothing takes into account the tremendous loss of business to Magnolia Village 
if the bridge is torn down. There is not enough room (nor has it been suggested) 
to improve Dravus from 15th to 34th. There is not enough room (nor has it been 
suggested) to widen and improve Thomdyke to 28 th at the top of the hill. Has it 
occurred to anyone that ALL 3 bus routes travel the Magnolia Bridge? You took 
away one lane at Emmerson and now them arc tremendous traffic backups 
several times a day. No t everyo lie can take trans it. 5DOT r s war o n cars has to 
end sometime. You can spend $12 M/mile o n bike lanes to serve hundreds, and 
cannot find the $ to replace vital infrastructure that serves tens of thousands. 
More federal $ will be available in the next 4-5 years. Why not, when we have 
waited so long and the bridge is "safe until we say it is unsafe 1 ' -to quote your 
SCOT spokesperson, wait until more $ becomes available to decide on a course 
of action? Why can't you price a replacement in place? This entire process has 
been highly unsatisfactory, as a decision not to replace, contrary to public 
wishes, has been made and now you want the public to choose the least bad 
among three bad alternatives. 
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Response!D Response 


262 The Magnolia bridge as currently routed Is a vital link connecting Magnolia with 
Seattle and planning for and funding a 1:1 replacement (as concluded in the last 
round of citizen engagement) should be the priority. Given any replacement 
route will have some associated cos tit's disc nge no us to state that replacement 
is unlikely given estimated costs for a 1:1 re placement are $350M-40QM.The 
cost differential fora 1:1 appears to be $100 M, and it's a sad commentary about 
5 DOT management if that number is untenable given all the years of lead time to 
plan during an unprecedented economic boom. 

263 T he bridge is a critical route out of magno lia, es pcdally as 15th Ave becomes 
more congested. Already we have traffic back ups when trying to leave magnolia. 

264 We need the magnolia bridge replaced 

265 this is a false choice. Each alternative is weak. Replace the bridge. Use real data, 
including demographic changes in the neighborhood, and current traffic patterns 
given the recent additions of bike lanes and traffic signals on Dravus and 
government way/Emerson. Don't be bullied by city council's desire to socially 
engineer Seattle. People do in fact need cars. Not everyone can or wants to 
bike. Mass transit Is limited to the neighborhood. The city has known for years 
this will be a need. They blew it. Shirking their duty now and claiming it's just too 
hard is shameful and lazy. Playing identity politics with infrastructure is beneath 
the character of this city. We can be better. Build a bridge. 

266 Please read and seriously consider the comments In the recent Seattle Times 
ed ito rial: https: //www s e at! le time s .c o m/o p in io n/e d ito ria Is/city- of-s e attle - 
canno t-abando h-critical-mag no lia-bridge/ 

267 T he city needs to find a way to fund this alo ng with the original stakeholders. 
Railroads, residents, and Po rt of Seattle. T hey s ho uld also tap area businesses. 
Stop wasting money on unnecessary traffic lights and lanes, and cutting off 
sidewalks around the city for cars, transit and bikes. 

26 S 1 use the Magnolia bridge every day, and co mplete ly d rsagree with the decisio n 

to get rid of the bridge. I understand that re pair and renovation of the bridge is 
costly, but so many drivers and bus riders rely on this to get to work and back. 

Taxes have done nothing but increased in the recent past, and our local city, 
county,and state governments should have been setting this money aside to 
pay for necessary infrastructure. The county is proposing to give $190 of tax 
mo ney fora brew pub and impro vements to Safeco Fie Id, but we can't afford to 
renovate the Magnolia bridge? I would challenge our leaders in the city, county, 
and 5DOT to find a way to keep the Magnolia bridge. 
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ResponselD 

270 


272 

274 


Response 

(l)The low-cost alternatives may be adequate with current population in 
Magnolia. With substantial rezoning for higher-density housings then a 1-1 
replacement may become necessary. (2) Do not assume that the current 
predominance of single occupant vehicles will continue forever. (3) Prioritize 
transit over 50 V. The future may include a combination of self driving taxis and 
transit (4) With better bike infrastructure, and electric-assisted bikes, more 
people will bike. Low-grade options would help - biking up the Magnolia bridge is 
hard and scary, a level path along Eliot Bay to the south end of 32nd Avc W 
would be easier. 

Ito 1 replacement for the Magnolia bridge is the o nly solution that is acceptable. 
When I rus he d my wife to the ho 5 pita! I used the magno lia bridge. Had we been 
routed through Dravis street [would have never Made it to the hospital in time. It 
was a complicated birth and t shutter to think of what would have been late. 

I prefer replacement of the bridge. Find the money. We should have been saving 
for this. It is part of the Magnolia bluff drive and vista and is a historic part of 
Seattle for all the share. Many people take photos of Downtown from this 
bridge. Four bus routes use this bridge. It is the most used access to Magnolia. 
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ResponselD 

275 


276 

273 


Response 

I have lived in Magnolia for 20 years and experienced the bridge closedown 
because of natural causes, it was difficult but understandable. Permanent closing 
of Magnolia Bridge (MB) is foolish and will have a major negative impact on the 
city. 1. Magnolia population will increase significantly in the near future, fn the 
sho rt term Expedia's move to Interbay will bring several thousand new people to 
the area. They will need housing and the logical area for the mis along or near 
15th Avc. W.from Magnolia north. Much of Magnolia cast of 34th Ave W will be 
rezoned for multifamily apartmcnt/condos. Land values for this area arc low 
enough that developers will push rezoning. Also the city will encourage higher 
density in close-in areas such as Magnolia. Most of the new residents will work 
downtown or in Intcrbay and need to get to their jobs quickly. 2, The alternative 
replacement exits from Magnolia do net work. When MB was dosed in 2001 
these exits were co ngested. Today they are wo rse even though the bridge is 
open. Bike lanes leading to Dravis and Emerson have slowed down traffic 
considerably. More residents and shifting cars and buses from MB will lead to 
full-time congestion. In addition traffic from the Ballard bridge is growing. 

T oge the r with frequent openings, 15th Ave is a mess. For example, cars trying to 
get to Nickerson St or go southern 15th Ave are blocked. Alternative options 
s uch as Dravus St are also bio eked. 0 pc ning ano the r exit south of these streets 
will not solve the problem. 3. The do sing of the viad uct will add to all the o ther 
issues. Cars and trucks that used to access the viaduct from the 15th St corridor 
will be diverted to Mercer St in order to access the tunnel. Even now, without 
the viaduct shutdown Mercer 5t is incapable of moving traffic quickly. For 
example, the part of Mercer St from 15th Ave to Queen Anne Ave is narrow and 
res tricte d. It will get much wo rse in the fu tu re. T his will back up to 15th Ave and 
intensify congestion back to Dravis and Emerson streets. Add in the growing 
number of cruise ships and the problem gets even greater. Fiopcfully, the city's 
leadership will realize that permanan t do s ing of MB Is s ho rt s ighte d. It may save 
so me mo ney to day but will be mo re expe ns ive in the futu re when it becomes 
o bvfous that a bridge is needed for Magnolia. 

1. Apologies for the rude behavior of some Magnolia residents at the recent 
public meeting where speakers from public agencies were shouted down and 
we therefore did not have the opportunity to hear what they had to tell us. 

We need a 1:1 replacement of the bridge. Anyth ing else wifi cost more money 
than it is worth. The city will do studies that drain funds for new sites to enter 
Magnolia and will end up not having enough for those projects cither. Save the 
money and the traffic with a 1:1 replacement 
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ResponseID Response 


280 T hese o ptions aren't adequate to handle the flow of traffic and cas ily get us to & 
from our home. It is imperative that we have a new bridge to expedite our 
Commute in the fast growing city we live in. Our taxes continue to go up, traffic 
flow is constricted due to less lanes for cars and more bike/bus lanes created. 
We are spending an exorbitant amount of money on bike fanes fora very low 
percentage of commuters. Due to the city's lack of action since 2007 on an 
approved plan that took in all forms offeedback to create the best option 
[replacing the existing Magnolia bridge), the city needs to find the funding path 
for the proposal that has already been offered and approved. The fact that the 
city is coming back 10 years laterto change their mind is unacceptable. While I 
have ranked the optio n$ T they do not include my first cho ice of bu ild rng a new 
bridge. 

281 I'm shocked, frustrated and dishearte nc d that the wo A did o ve r 10 years ago is 
be ing esse ntially thrown o ut. T he City and the Co mmunity came together and 
agreed on a plan that worked for all of us to re place/update the Magnolia Bridge. 
The landscape has not changed* the housing has not changed, yes the Port had 
changed but that should not result in a scraping of what has already been 
determined to be THE BEST PLAN. The Seattle Community approved a 
significant Levy years ago that could have helped to offsets large portion of this 
cost, yet the City had other legitimate priorities. However, that does not 
invalidate the APPROVED plan. The City chose howto spend the Extra money 
we tax payers gave them - but that does not mean other projects are no w 
dismissed. The side roads in Magnolia simply cannot handle the traffic that any of 
these options would create. Cars typically must be parked on the street due to 
nature of older homes so often only 1 car can get past at a time. That interferes 
with peoples lives and the ability for their children to play outside. Who would 
send their kid to play in traffic? Our neighborhood, local businesses, bus routes, 
trash routes - everything is built around the Magnolia Bridge as the main path 
in/out of our special neighborhood. All of that traffic simply cannot be absorbed 
in a reasonable & responsible way by making a connector to what is currently a 
side street Essentially, you're taking away 1-5 and saying HWY 99 will pick up the 
traffic if we put more lights En.Cmon you guys, think about it I'm not asking for 
more than what was committed to by the City in partnership with the 
Community, is your first goal not to serve the citizens and to live up to the 
commitments you made? It s the right thing to do and all of us,City St Community, 
know it. Let's work together to get creative but let's keep the Magnolia Bridge 
up and serving the tax paying citizens of Magnolia. 


Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 99 





2. What is your age? 



Value 

20-24 

25-34 

35-44 

45-54 

55-64 

65 or older 
I would rather not say 



Percent 

2.2% 

10 . 8 % 

29.0% 

22.3% 

16.7% 

13.8% 

5.2% 


Responses 

6 

29 

78 

60 

45 

37 

14 

T otals: 269 
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3. Do you have a disability? (check all that apply) 


100 



Value 

Mobility 

Vision 

Hearing 

None 

Other 



Percent 


13% 


0.4% 

2 . 1 % 

91.5% 


6 . 8 % 


Responses 

3 

i 

5 

214 

16 
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Other Count 

Native Seattle 1 

0 Id and getting o Idcr. 1 

Why is this relevant? 1 

psychological learning 1 

T otals 4 
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4. What race/ethnicity best describes you? (check all that apply) 

70 - 



American Asian or BJack or Hispanic or While or I'd rallier nol Other 
Indian of Pacific islander African Latino Caucasian say 

Alaska Native American 


Value 

American Indian or Alaska Native 

Asian or Pacific tsbnder 

Blacker Afric a n-A me rican 

Hispanic or Latino 

White or Caucasian 

I'd rather not say 

Other 



Percent 

1.294 

Responses 

3 

■ 

4.0% 

10 


2.0% 

5 


2.0% 

5 

■ 

61.7% 

156 

H 

28.1% 

71 


4.3% 

11 
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Other Count 

Caucasian/African mix 1 

Does ft really matter? 1 

Human 1 

Mixe d Ko rea n a rid Je wis h 1 

What does this have to do with the 1:1 replace ment 1 

T otals 5 
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5. What genderdo you most identify with? (check ail that apply) 


60 



Female Mate Non binary Transgcndcr I'd raihcr noi rd prefer lo 

say seJf-descrfce 


Value 

Female 

Male 

Non-binary 

Transgcndcr 

I'd rather not say 

I’d prefer to sdf-desenbe 



Percent 

Responses 

57.096 

147 

30.696 

79 

0.896 

2 

0.496 

1 

10.996 

28 

1.296 

3 
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I’d prefer to self-describe Count 

Human 1 

WTF oh, Seattle, 1 

Totals 2 
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6. What is your current household situation? 



Value 


Percent 

Responses 

Rent single-family ho me 

m 

5.0% 

13 

Rent apartment, room, duplex* or dorm 

m 

6.6% 

17 

Own single family ho me 

m 

77.6% 

201 

Own Condo minium, co -o p, duplex 

m 

10.0% 

26 

Stay with friends or family 

■i 

0.8% 

2 


Totals: 259 
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7. What is your annual household income? 
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8. How did you hear about this project? (pickall that apply) 


3% An organization I'm involved 
with 

2% My employer 


24% Friend, neighbor, family 
member 


14% Next door 



21% Nows media 


22% Neighborhood blog 
2% City of Seattle f SDOT email 


2% City of Seattle / SDOT 
website 
0% Twitter 


9% Facebook 
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Value 


Percent 

Responses 

News media 

I i 

20.9% 

55 

Neighborhood blog 


22.4% 

59 

City of Seattle / SDOT email 


2.3% 

6 

City of Seattle / SDOT website 


1.9% 

5 

T witter 

■ 

0.4% 

1 

Facebook 

m 

9.1% 

24 

Nextdoor 

mm 

14.4% 

38 

Friend, neighbor family member 

wm 

240% 

63 

My employer 

m 

1.5% 

4 

An organizatio n I'm involved with 

■ 

3.0% 

8 

Totals; 263 
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Appendix G: Email & Mailed Comments 

Note: We provide all comments as they were submitted. We did not edit for content or clarity. 
All personally-identifying information has been removed. 


Email Comments 


Date 

Comment 

June 13, 

2018 

(No body text; Subject line only) 

What about putting weight restrictions on Magnolia bridge? Wouldn't that help to 
make it last longer? 


Hello: 


I’d like to know if any particular section of the existing bridge is worse than 
another. Why? Financially, it would be wise to consider full, in-kind replacement of 
the 'sloped' (west-most) portion first, if the 'level' portion (east-most) portion is 
considered sufficient as-is, (and then do the east-most section later, when 
required). 


Of course, the reverse argument would be made if the 'level' section needed 
updating before the 'sloped' section. 


Dear Dawn and Wes, 

June 14, 

2018 

The significant and large neighborhood, and island, of Magnolia cannot lose four 
congestion-less 

lanes of traffic in/out. 1 work in downtown Seattle 6-7 days a week, and often 
drive several times back and forth 

to my home in Magnolia each day. 1 cannot ride a bike to work because 1 carry 

heavy equipment to and from my job 

consistently. 


The suggestion that Magnolia does not need the Magnolia bridge is like saying 
Ballard does not need their bridge. 

Further the "traffic modifications" on Thorndyke at Dravus and Emerson- both 
juggernauts into Magnolia- are substantially worse 
traffic sites at all times now. 


We purchased a modest home in Magnolia because it was so well designed for 
commuters going to downtown Seattle. 

That includes our bus routes! 


If the Magnolia bridge is torn down and not replaced 1 -1, we will sell and move out 
of Seattle and stop paying taxes into 

the disaster of non-improvements made to all of Seattle traffic and our beloved 
peaceful, quiet Magnolia neighborhood. 
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Dear Dawn and Wes, 

I just attended an informational meeting in Magnolia to look at the “cheaper'' 
bridge replacement options for our huge community. 

What a tragic sick joke the city is playing on the 6th largest neighborhood in the 
city- 

not to mention an island. 


June 18, 
2018 


June 21, 
2018 


It's such an insult and unacceptable to be told 360million is too much to replace a 
perfectly functioning traffic corridor- one of the only in Seattle now. 

We need Town Halls with Mayor Durkan and Sally Bagshaw hearing from every 
single resident of Magnolia that a 1 -1 replacement is the only option. 

(Also, Please forward this to your employers and the people deciding on “cheaper" 
Magnolia Bridge solutions. 

They are wasting your time and putting you in an awful predicament with our 
whole Magnolia community. They should be ashamed. ) _ 

Only acceptable solution is replacement of Magnolia Bridge 1:1. Think positive 
and get it done for Magnolia! _ 

I would like to see a detailed cost study explaining why a replacement Magnolia 
Bridge would cost $400 million. Where is that publicly available for free? If not 
already publicly available, I am requesting that you make it publicly available for 
free. _ 

I would like to see a practical study done on the effect of the Magnolia Bridge 
removal and the role it plays on the Seattle city traffic flow all hours of the day 
.this can be done simply enough Shut the bridge down for two day's for a solid 24 
hours mid Business week on a Tuesday and Wednesday or for a solid seven days 
even better so we can study the effect it would have on none Business days, as a 
60 year resident of the Magnolia district ( not one of the affluent mind you merely 
raised in a Boeing family) i remember after the Nisqaully quake and how bad 
traffic was trying to get back into Magnolia at 7pm in the evening at Dravus or 
Emerson.and considering the recent influx of people at 1,100 people per week for 
the last few years . i can not imagine it be any better .But lets not imagine Shut 
Bridge Down for a week 24-7 and lets see Dravus and Emerson handle influx of 
day to day traffic. _ 

I attended the Magnolia Bridge meeting in the park last week and have a few 
comments. 

Of the three routes in and out of Magnolia, the bridge is the only one that 
maintains a good flow of traffic. This is the route I take back and forth 
daily. Neither Emerson nor Dravus could absorb the Magnolia Bridge traffic. 
Emerson street: heading out of Magnolia gets very back up by the Ballard Bridge 
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traffic. It is especially frustrating trying to get to Nickerson. 

Emerson street: heading in to Magnolia backs way up because the car right turn 
lane was removed for a bike lane. (Bad move). Should perhaps build a bike bridge 
and get us our right turn lane back. 

Dravus Street: heading out of Magnolia gets backed up per which appears to be 
very poor timing of the lights with the new bike lane. 

Dravus Street: heading into Magnolia gets backed up because you can no longer 
turn right on a red per the new bike lane. When pedestrians are using the 
I crosswalk when you finally get a green light makes the situation even worse. 
Dravus Street: when all of those new apartments on both sides of Dravus and 
15thare filled with renters, I can't even imagine how bad the traffic is going to be. 
The best solution is for the city/state to come up with the money to rebuild the 
bridge. It not only provides great access for residents to their homes, it also 
provides good access to the Village shops and restaurants and to Discovery Park. 

I know you had an alternative third route into Magnolia which at least would not 
dump everyone onto the other two routes. I just wanted to mention the farther you 
„ move North on Elliot Avenue/15thAvenue towards the Ballard Bridge the more 
traffic gets backed up and when the Bridge is open, which is quite often, it is even 
worse. That is a big advantage to having an entry into Magnolia at the current 
I location. Also, the new third route into Magnolia does not lend it self as an easy 
I route into the commercial area of Magnolia. 

Thanks for taking my comments. _ 

I These are the facts: 

Magnolia is/has been a community forgotten, overlooked and reportedly all 
I residents are wealthy. In the 1950's residents promised a high school in 
Interbay.... instead we got a garbage dump. The pool was ours in the 1970's but 
went to QA instead. Oh and please remember Magnolia got the sewage treatment 
plant with 25-40 trucks leaving the area daily. And now the bridge REALLY? 

Can I stop paying the majority of our house taxes? Did West Seattle get a bridge? 
Find a way to get this done and refurbish the bridge and stop allowing Magnolia 
I residents to be short changed! 

Hello! 

I was not able to make the sessions, but I am a resident in Magnolia (outside of the 
Village) and wanted to provide a few pieces of input below. 

I One general question, have these options been vetted through the lens of Expedia 
moving their headquarters to Interbay next year (bringing thousands of new 
I commuters onto 15th right by the Magnolia bridge)? 

I **What options are there to include the Dravus improvements in Alternative I? ** 

As someone who takes this road in and out of Magnolia almost daily, the traffic 
I has become increasingly bad given the number of new apartments in _ 
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Interbay. Without exaggeration, it can take up to 10-15 minutes (on an off traffic 
time) to go from 20th to 15th Street. 

If you're going to funnel more traffic on this road, it needs to be improved 
regardless of which alternative. 

I would heavily prioritize Alternatives I and III. 

The specific reason is the bridge off of 15th. No matter the time of day, the 
current bridge is the only sure fire way to get into Magnolia (coming northbound) 
without backing up traffic onto 15th. It is helpful because it pulls cars out of 15th 
vs. backing them all up at Dravus (where it already gets congested per prior 
comment). 

Given Expedia's new HQ in Interbay opening next year, we should prioritize pulling 
people off of 15th, not stacking cars on it. 

Thanks for the consideration! 


Replace the Magnolia Bridge. New bridge same place. _ 

I live in Magnolia and use the bridge daily and if you tear it down and do not 
replace it, how are we supposed to get on off the hill ? 

Dravus ? No Way 


We need a bridge 

I live at 


so will be greatly affected by this decision. 


June 22, 
2018 


I believe that the ways the alternatives were presented, only the W Armory Bridge 
would provide any relief. The 2 Dravus alternatives would have made getting onto 
Magnolia impossible. There has been so much building on Dravus, at least 4 
apartment buildings either completed or in the process of being built, within the 
past year so data is already out of date. In addition there has been increased 
building around Emerson that is not reflected in any of your data. I feel that the 
presentations were stacked so that only the W Armory Bridge would be chosen. 

If the W Armory Bridge is built how will you mitigate the noise? 

How will you mitigate the light that will come straight into our units? 

How will you mitigate the air pollution? 

Will we still have safe access to our parking lot? 

What improvements on Thorndyke Ave W will you make? The presentations did 
not show any except a light at Halladay. Do you plan turn lanes? 

The SDOT consult at the June 20 presentation said the bridge would be about 35 
feet in width, is that really the width? 

What will happen to the bike lanes on Thorndyke? 
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June 23, 
2018 


June 25, 
2018 


What will happen to the off street parking? 

I wonder if we will be able to even use our decks or open our windows. 

What about our property values over the next 6 years. It appears that you won't 
even try to get funding until 2024. Who will buy an unit in a building that has the 
potential to be right next to a bridge? There was a Magnolia resident at the June 
20 presentation who put his house up for sale the day before the Seattle Times 
article about the bridge and he has gotten one offer, not even a low ball one. I feel 
that we are left out to hang for the next 6 years. 

None of the above was covered in your presentations. What about added cost to 
mitigate these problems? Does the $250 million cover any of these issues? 

I think the port should pay to replace the part of the Magnolia Bridge that services 
the port and then you would have the money to replace the bridge. Was this even 
considered? 

If you are going to build the W Armory Bridge I suggest that the bridge comes up 
further south, in between Hallady and 23rd Ave. It would impact fewer people 
living on Thorndyke and provide better access to the southern part of Magnolia. I 
realize this might cost more but it would provide better service for Magnolia. 

Avery upset Magnolia resident 


Hi. Noticed that your survey is conspicuously missing entering/leaving Magnolia 
by foot/bike via the Elliott Bay Trail as it intersects with 21st Ave W and again at 
20th Ave W/Thorndyke Ave W. 

You might want to fix that as right now it's completely ruining your data for cyclists 
and pedestrians coming from the south. 

That being said, I've taken those routes and ended up taking the bridge instead (via 
the sidewalk) by bike as it's by far the least unpleasant route for me to get up into 
Magnolia on a bike. 


Dear Seattle Department of Transportation, 

Please put the Magnolia Bridge replacement plan at the top of your infrastructure 
agenda! 


Seems like it would be the right time to go back to the State shoreline Board, this 
time with some money for the groups via a settlement. Can we do that? I’d like to 
see more solutions before this southern magnolia community loses its access 
in/out. There are only SEVEN houses between the beach and the marina (most in 
complete disrepair). Given the costs of replacing the bridge, perhaps we can buy 
them all out and get our access. 


| called CSB on 6/8/18 regarding a number of transportation issues. 
Murphy said for the past two days one of the exit lanes from 1-5 at Seneca had 
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June 26, 
2018 


been blocked off with cones with no notice or signs requiring drivers to merge and 
causing traffic back ups. Murphy said he believes the lane was closed due to a 
repaving project on 6th Ave. Murphy is unhappy the city does not plan to replace 
the Magnolia Bridge and he disagrees with putting a rapid ride bus lane on Denny 
Way. 

Dear SDOT, 

I FULLY SUPPORT A 1:1 MAGNOLIA BRIDGE REPLACEMENT. 

As a longtime resident of Magnolia, I have been attending the presentations put 
forward by SDOT. I strongly support a direct replacement of the Magnolia bridge 
over the many other options the study is considering. It is also apparent that there 
has not been enough direct collaboration by the agency employed by SDOT with 
Light Rail and Metro. 

The recent additions of the bike lane to W. Emerson near the Fisherman's 
terminal, and the new signal configurations on Dravus have had the opposite 
effect of mitigating traffic on both of these access points into and out of Magnolia. 

This makes the use of the bridge even more important. I encourage SDOT to 
consider increasing the frequency of the left turn signal at the base of the bridge 
to run more often. This would allow residents to turn north on 15th Ave. West in a 
timely manner, and would alleviate some of the outbound traffic on the other two 
roadways during peak travel times. _ 

Wes, thank's for getting back to me on the subject of the Magnolia bridged read 
somewhere numbers from a city traffic study suggesting Dravus street has a 
higher volume of traffic usage daily than the Magnolia Bridge ?even Emerson 
street show's more volume of traffic than the Magnolia Bridge? if this is example 
what your traffic analyses yeild's. i suggest you or one of your staff take drive into 
Magnolia and over to commodore way at 4thirty pm today and try leaving 
Magnolia using Emerson street.and then tomorrow try the same experiment using 
Dravus and the following day try the same experiment using the Magnolia Bridge 
and repeat once a week for a month and throw in trying leave Magnolia at the 
same time on Saturday at the same time from emerson .Dravus And the Magnolia 
bridge.then you'll have a realistic traffic analyses .i'am curious since the Magnolia 
Bridge is on Port of Seattle property why is the city involved and considering in the 
late 1920's when the bridge was built after the fire on the west wheeler trestle.the 
cost of the bridge was paid for by an assement of the Magnolians covering 50% of 
the cost and the railroad paid for over 25% bridge building cost as the property the 
bridge is on now then was rail road property then and since they the Rail road 
created the fire on the Wheeler street trestle and the city of Seattle covering less 
than a quarter of the bridge building cost.what changed why is the bridge a city of 
Seattle issue? my understanding the port of Seattle and City of Seattle are 
separate from each their own? if that is true then isn't the bridge the ports 
problem? i'll say this ever since the Marina at Smith cove opened and the people 
with the Boats moored in that marina coming down the Magnolia Bridge and _ 
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making illegal u-turns to get to their boats i have wondered when something 
would change, thank you. 

June 28, 

2018 

For each of the alternatives under consideration, please retain an independent 
third party, such as Salmon-Seattle, to evaluate the design vis-a-vis fish friendly. 
Thank you, 


To Project Management of the Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: 


1 am writing to express my concern regarding the upcoming demolition of the 
Magnolia Bridge and the three options that are being given to the community. 1 
feel strongly that none of these options are viable options. One has to live in 
Magnolia to understand what the impact will be. It is necessary to replace the 
Magnolia bridge in kind. It is the only access point to West Magnolia. 


1 live at Monterra of Magnolia condominiums, 2551 Thorndyke Ave West, which is 
at the intersection of Thorndyke and Halladay, where it is proposed that the 

Armory Street Bridge would end. If option 1 were chosen, it appears that the 
entrance to the garage of our building would be in the middle of the intersection of 
the Armory Street Bridge and Thorndyke Ave West. It would also have a huge 
negative impact on our residential neighborhood. Noise, pollution, and traffic 
would be increased as well as lights. The additional traffic would create 
pedestrian safety issues. The addition of the bridge would also take away parking 
at the intersection of Halladay and Thorndyke and 1 believe the end result would be 
decreased property values. 

June 29, 

2018 

After attending one of the sessions that you offered to the community, 1 
understand that the city needs to look at alternatives and that the city could 
possibly obtain money from other sources to fund smaller projects, however, if 
property values decrease, the city should be taking into consideration that as 
property values decrease taxes on property decrease. Therefore, the additional 
cost of replacing the Magnolia bridge in kind may end up being a financial wash. 


On a slightly different note, the city needs to do more advance planning regarding 
roads and infrastructure. There have been and are in the process of building 
multiple high density apartment and/or condominium buildings along 15th Street 
near Dravis. This currently has a very negative impact on traffic build up on both 
Dravis and 15th. No matter what fixes are done in place of the Magnolia Bridge, 
Dravis Street needs improvements as well as 15th Street. The city needs to be 
charging developers for infrastructure improvements prior to approving building 
permits. 


As far as the Project Management of the Magnolia Bridge Planning Study is 
concerned, 1 advocate for the replacement of the current Magnolia bridge. 


1 hope that SDOT and the City Council will take my concerns seriously. 
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Our property tax is outrageous, our streets are a disaster and the most important, 

I we need safe transportation over our Magnolia Bridge. Magnolia families are not 
the only people that drive our bridge. Tour busses, delivery trucks, 
visitors,etc. enough BIKE LANES, we need a new Magnolia Bridge for the Safety of 
j our community!! _ 

This is a message to state my strong support for a Mafnolia Bridge one for one 
replacement. No alternative comes close to serving the community's needs. The 
!| alternatives would require longer drive times, particularly by public transit and 
I lead to more pollution, more wasted time, and ultimately few savings. If 
I necessary, the community might be willing to contribute a small amount toward 
the completion of the bridge. _ 

We have lived in Magnolia since 1987 and can't image not having the Magnolia 
bridge as a vital transportation link to downtown Seattle and about. My husband 
I has always used and depended upon public transportation to get to his job in 
downtown Seattle. His 96 y.o mother lives in downtown Seattle and it is the 
quickest way for us to see and help her with doctor’s appointments and grocery 
shopping. The bridge is also vital for us locals should a disaster like an 
S earthquake occur. We need this bridge and not having the foresight to keep it 
would be foolish. Stop studying it and fix it! We never miss a vote!!! Do the right 
thing and replace it!!!!! _ 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The attached letters are from the Monterra at Magnolia Condominium and the 
Holly Terrace Condominiums, bearing the signatures of homeowners and 
residents of both condominiums. The homeowners and residents of the Monterra 
at Magnolia Condominium and the Holly Terrace Condominiums have reviewed 
the three Magnolia Bridge Replacement Plan proposals. We believe that an in- 
kind replacement of the Magnolia Bridge remains the only viable option. 

Of the alternatives, we believe that Alternative #1, building the Armory Way Bridge 
to connect to Thorndyke Avenue at Halladay Street, would have the most negative 
impacgt to the surrounding residential neighborhood. Thorndyke Avenue would 
become a main route between Downtown and Magnolia, serving up to 17,000 
vehicles per day that previously used the Magnolia Bridge. The neighborhood 
I would suffer increased noise, pollution, and traffic; and reduce property values 
along Thorndyke Avenue, and by extension, Magnolia as a whole. We believe that 
lost property value should be added to the cost of the alternatives, and we haven't 
I seen this addressed in the cost estimates. 



Our property values would be impacted particularly significantly, as they are 
positioned at the corner of Thorndyke Avenue and Halladay Street--directly 
adjacent to the intersection at the end of the proposed Armory Bridge. 

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns, and we hope you will join us in 
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June 30, 
2018 


advocating for replacement of the existing Magnolia Bridge. 

The attachment bears the signatures of homeowners and residents of both 
Condominiums. _ 

Subject line: I support a 1:1 replacement 

Thanks _ 

I am a lifetime Magnolia resident 58 years.I only support a 1:1 replacement of the 
Magnolia bridge.The other alternatives are almost as costly and are traffic and 
emergency vehicles nightmares. 

I lived here when the bridge was closed for repairs.The traffic was horrible.Since 
then the traffic has tripled in the area.Also two of the remaining routes have been 
diminished by bike lanes.The only logical answer is a 1:1 replacement of the 
bridge. _ 

The idea of not replacing the Magnolia bridge, and significantly isolating 
thousands of homes, just as you have a giant business like Expedia move into the 
area is absolutely ridiculous. 

I support a 1:1 replacement of the Magnolia bridge. _ 

I am a life long Magnolia resident and home owner who attended the Magnolia 
Bridge Survey information session ran by SDOT. It was very informative but also 
brought up many more guestions and concerns for me regarding the long-term 
planning for dealing with the Magnolia Bridge. 

It is my understanding that the city is now treating the fixing of or replacement of 
the Magnolia Bridge when the need arises is the "preferred" option by most. The 
alternatives that are being "shopped" do not provide a reasonable option for 
entry/exit for Magnolia in lieu of the Magnolia Bridge for numerous reasons. 

Reduced emergency response times will put residents' safety and security at risk, 
particularly because we don't have our own police station. It will also put all the 
residents at increased risk in the event there is a natural disaster. 

Dispersed entry/exit across the width of the neighborhood is very important to the 
overall flow of traffic. When there is a back up or change to one route, there is a 
notable change to the other routes. 

It is clear that the city does not have an accurate understanding of traffic patterns 
at the Dravis and Emerson routes since recent bike lane and traffic light changes 
have created major delays. Dravis and Emerson are no longer viable options for 
many commuters and would only get worse with the removal of the bridge. 

Changing demographics from individual or dual retiree home owners to two 
professionals with young kids will exponentially increase the number of cars and 
commuters using the various entry/exit points during peak traffic on any given day. 
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It does not appear that this was taken into consideration during the traffic pattern 
analysis. 


The Armory Street bridge option is not a comparable alternative to the Magnolia 
bridge because it basically funnels the traffic to the same part of the neighborhood 
as the Dravis route. 


Although the fixing or replacement of the Magnolia Bridge is the most expensive, it 
is also the best option so I would be curious how the city weighs the cost 
difference against the benefits of the most viable option. The city has no problem 
I spending money on bike lanes that do not serve an essential function like the 
bridge but claim that they can't find the money to support critical infrastructure 
like the bridge. This is unacceptable. 


I would be happy to participate in any further discussion on this matter. Please 
continue to seek neighborhood feedback. _ 

Dear Mr. Ducey: 



I am writing to express my concern regarding the upcoming demolition of the 
Magnolia Bridge and the three options that are being given to the community. I 
feel strongly that none of these options are viable options. One has to live in 
Magnolia to understand what the impact will be. It is necessary to replace the 
Magnolia bridge in kind. It is the only access point to West Magnolia. 

I live at Monterra of Magnolia condominiums, 2551 Thorndyke Ave West, which is 
at the intersection of Thorndyke and Halladay, where it is proposed that the 
Armory Street Bridge would end. If option 1 were chosen, it appears that the 
entrance to the garage of our building would be in the middle of the intersection of 
the Armory Street Bridge and Thorndyke Ave West. It would also have a huge 
negative impact on our residential neighborhood. Noise, pollution, and traffic 
would be increased as well as lights. The additional traffic would create 
pedestrian safety issues. The addition of the bridge would also take away parking 
at the intersection of Halladay and Thorndyke and I believe the end result would be 
decreased property values. 


After attending one of the sessions that you offered to the community, I 
understand that the city needs to look at alternatives and that the city could 
possibly obtain money from other sources to fund smaller projects, however, if 
property values decrease, the city should be taking into consideration that as 
property values decrease taxes on property decrease. Therefore, the additional 
cost of replacing the Magnolia bridge in kind may end up being a financial wash. 


On a slightly different note, the city needs to do more advance planning regarding 
roads and infrastructure. There have been and are in the process of building 
multiple high density apartment and/or condominium buildings along 15th Street 
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near Dravis. This currently has a very negative impact on traffic build up on both 
Dravis and 15th. No matter what fixes a re done in place of the Magnolia Bridge, 
Dravis Street needs improvements as well as 15th Street. The city needs to be 
charging developers for infrastructure improvements prior to approving building 
permits. 


As far as the Project Management of the Magnolia Bridge Planning Study is 
concerned, 1 advocate for the replacement of the current Magnolia bridge. 

1 hope that SDOT and the City Council will take my concerns seriously. 


Hello, 

As a citizen and home owner in of Magnolia 1 am amazed that in reviewing the DOT 
Magnolia online Open House that the cost of the Bridge replacement is ranked as 
being twice as important as Community Input. Considering the property taxes we 
pay (which continues to go up drastically) 1 would think that the needs of those 
being affected by your reducing access to their homes and businesses should be 
weighted higher. As a taxpayer 1 understood that the purpose of city agencies was 
to protect and to serve the constituents. 1 guess that is a no longer a reality. 

1 may be misinterpreting the Washington State Constitution, but it is my 
understanding that if a citizen is deprived of the major access to his property (by a 
government entity) which existed at the time the property was purchased, that the 
citizen is appropriately compensated. Since many people in Magnolia commute 
regularly using the Magnolia Bridge, that might be a large compensation. Is that 
your understanding? 

Please replace the bridge. It is in the best interest of the Magnolia Community. 

July 1, 2018 

As a longtime resident of Magnolia, 1 am one of thousands of Seattle citizens who 
depend on the Magnolia Bridge for access to the rest of the city. Magnolia has 
only 3 access points, all of which are heavily used on a daily (hourly!) basis. To 
alter the bridge to something other than a 1:1 replacement is foolish and 
irresponsible. The other 2 access points into Magnolia are at full capacity and 
have become more choked in the past year by bike lanes. The backups at Dravus 
and Emerson have increased dramatically because of the addition of bike lanes 
(and loss of car lanes). 

The option of a 1:1 bridge replacement MUST be included in the city's review of the 
Magnolia Bridge replacement. 


Replacement Bridge is the only way to 
keep traffic moving...will also limit traffic 
issues for Interbay, Queen Anne, Ballard 
areas! Forward thinking at its best. Thank 
you for supporting us! 

July 2, 2018 

To: MagnoliaBridge@Seattle.gov 

Please accept these comments to your on-line open house via email, to support a format 
that is more readable for you. 

(Dawn, thank you for offering us an extension to early this week.) Best, Port 

of Seattle 
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Survey questions 

Currently reside in Magnolia? yes, some port employees do, as well as at Elliott Bay 

Marina 

Commute regularly in and out of Magnolia for work? No, but to T-91. 

Which mode of transportation? Varies 

Which route do you take when leaving/entering? Varies, often Magnolia Bridge for T-91 

activities 

Overarching Comments: 

• We believe it's not possible to make a choice among alternatives, nor to rank the 
components without further information on traffic and component costs. 

• What costs are included by component? The alternatives' cost estimates seemed 
to be too optimistically low ($216K - $250K). 

• We have heard the community's concerns about the full bridge replacement, 
and believe that all alternatives should be compared against the full bridge 
replacement (presumably after some value engineering of the last bridge design 
& cost estimate). Please ensure that the costs of the replacement and the 
alternatives are comparable when presented - construction only, or including 
design & mobilization, etc. 

• Further, we agree that coordination and compatibility with ST3 West Seattle & 
Ballard Link extension is critical. 

Specific Component Comments: 

COMPONENT 1: 

a) Design: Wouldn't this trail have to be widened to be able to accommodate the 
traffic volume that this study is meant to address and handle? How many lanes 
is this road way and how is the replacement bike path designed (AASHTO 
standards?) 

b) Costs: What's the cost of acquiring extra land/space needed for widening and 
reconfiguring the space up there? Currently there are marshalling yard and a 
few yard leases on the west side of T91 uplands. Relocation and dislocation 
costs? Cost of mitigation traffic impact to T91 upland area (vs. now - only a bike 
path)? Do the costs include new fence line to secure the terminal? How was the 
cost estimate for slope stabilization and Port property value performed? 

c) MMNO (port maintenance building) will be separated from the rest of the 
Terminal with a public road. How do we mitigate that? Costs? 

d) Would the same road be serving cruise traffic into the cruise parking lot too? 
Traffic control? Safety? 

COMPONENT 2A: same question as above regarding terminal security/fencing. 

COMPONENT 5B: 

a) Design: how many lanes? How will this accommodate oversized loads and large 
project cargo? Will large vehicles need to use alternate routing, requiring 
improvements to 22nd Ave or another street north of Thorndyke to make 90 
degree turns into the terminal (5B <-> 6D or 6D <-> 2A)? 

b) Costs: what costs have been captured? 

c) Feasibility: what is the likelihood BNSF will support this alternative? What is 
their response to date? 
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COMPONENT 7: 

a) We heard City staff say that this component is needed to "maintain access to the 
Port." If there is insufficient capacity on Galer for the variety of users 
anticipated, please consider a flyover farther south of Galer. 

b) Design: We have a meeting set up to understand how North/South terminal 
traffic currently using this area can be accommodated, including single and 
double wide trailers. We cannot weigh in on this open house prior to that 
information. 

c) Costs: What costs are included for this component? How was the cost estimate 
for Port property value performed? 

d) Construction: What is the construction impact on port activities? 
COMPONENTS: 

a) Traffic: How much traffic is expected on this route, and what is the 
origin/destination? 

b) Design: We have a meeting set up to understand how North/South terminal 
traffic currently using this area can be accommodated, including single and 
double wide trailers. We cannot weigh in on this open house prior to that 
information. How does the footprint of this component impact the T-91 East 
Entrance gate, Alaskan Way W, the bike path and access to the sub-station? Is 
the pedestrian bridge and replacement staircase included? 

c) Costs: What costs are included for this component? 

d) Construction: What is the construction impact on port activities? 

COMPONENT 10: 

a) Design: Can this component be designed for a future extension if additional 
funding is available to connect to the top of Magnolia? Can other access points 
be explored? Does it maintain existing center ramps to main gate and access to 
Anthony's? 

b) Costs: What costs are included for this component? Is a bike/pedestrian path 
included? 

c) Traffic: How much traffic is expected on this route to access the Marina, 
commercial uses there, wastewater plant, park, etc? 

d) Construction: What is the construction impact on port activities? 

Additional Alternative: 

Please consider an alternative that constructs Components (3), (5B), (7-in location 
farther south), & (10)? Would that meet all needs and still come in less than 1:1 rebuild? 
Benefits of this are that it would: 

a. Improve Dravus - Component 3 

b. Provide a third, south end access to Magnolia and the Village - 
Component 5B 

c. Accommodate future traffic expectations for Alaskan Way - Component 
7 (in location farther south) - Or, could Component 10 incorporate a left 
exit lane that could fly over or under eastbound traffic onto Alaskan Way 
to accomplish same without expense of another route over the tracks? 

Maintain T-91 West gate access, main gate access and good access to Smith Cove Park 
and the Marina - Component 10 
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Mailed Comments 


Date 

Comment 

June 22 

1 use the Magnolia Bridge Monday thru Firdy to come in from the south and leave to 
go home south. The Dravus traffic will add an additional 10-25 minutes to my 
commute. Replace or repair the bridge. 

June 25 

1 personally use the Magnolia Bridge every day, morning & evening, Monday through 
Friday going to & from work. 1 choose this route because Dravus Street is already so 
congested. The City of Seattle would do a great disservice to the public if the Magnolia 
Bridge is removed. Why does commercial real estate always win over the common 
good of the public... just like the removal of the Alaska Way Viaduct. 


To whom it may concern: 

The removal and not rebuilding of the Magnolia bridge would be an utter catastrophe 
for residents and businesses. The traffic is already severely impacted by the $12 

MILLION DOLLAR bike lanes that have been added. Not to mention safety vehicles 
would not be able to access during heavy traffic times. 1 can't imagine aside from 
financial gain why ANYONE would feel this was in the best interest of the people. It's 
to line the pockets of those with financial interest ALWAYS. Follow the money and it's 
always to only help a few and hurt the masses. 


Dear Ms. Schellenberger: 


1 am writing this letter to express my concern regarding the upcoming demolition of 
the Magnolia Bride and the three options that are being given to the community. 

None of these options are viable options. One has to live in Magnolia to understand 
what the impact will be. It is necessary to replace the Magnolia bridge. It is the only 
access point to West Magnolia. Also, all of the buses into Magnolia take this route. 

June 28 

Traffic is already bad in rush hour, so if buses took Dravis Street, commute times 
would e extended and the desirability of living close in would diminish. If the Armory 
Bridge was constructed buses, as well as anyone, whould have to take a long circuitous 
route to enter Magnolia. 


1 liver at the intersection of Thorndyke and Halladay, where it is proposed that the 
Armory Street Bridge would end. If option 1 were chosen, the entrance to the garage 
of our luxury condominium building would be in the middle of the intersection of the 
bridge if built. Construction of the Armory street bridge would add noise and 
environmental pollution to the area as well as additional traffic and light, eliminate 
parking, create safely issues and reduce our property values. 


1 understand that the city needs to look at alternatives and there may be money from 
additional sources by having smaller projects, but if property values decrease, in 
essence, the cost of bridge construction increases. One cancels out the other. 
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The city needs to do more advance planning regarding roads and infrastructure. There 
have been or are in the process of building multiple high density apartment or 
condominium buildings along 156h Street causing 15th Street to back-up terribly. This 
makes the traffic on Dravis very bad in rush hour. No matter what fixes are done in 
place of the Magnolia Bridge, Dravis Street needs improvements as well as 15th. The 
city could be charging developers for infrastructure improvements in order to help 
with the costs of improving infrastructure. 

My vote is for replacement of the Magnolia Bridge with the Magnolia Bridge. 
Sincerely, 


The magnolia Bridge must be repaired or replaced. Traffic in & out of the Magnolia 
area is already clogged w/ delays. This will be a major problem for everyone working & 
living in the Magnolia/Interbay area. Something must be done! 

SDOT - 

Thank you for letting me express an opinion on the replacement of the Magnolia 
Bridge. 

Frankly I would like to see the bridge replaced with a new one. The costs could be 
shared with the Port of Seattle who needs to access Pier 90/91. Also maybe "good to 
go" passes could be added to the bridge to help pay for a new one. My vote is for a 

new bridge. Not any of the other options. Thank you, _ 

To Whom It May Concern: 


June 29 


The homeowners and residents of the Monterra at Magnolia Condominium and Holly 
Terrace Condominiums have reviewed the three Magnolia Bridge Replacement Plan 
proposals. We believe that an in-kind replacement of the Magnolia Bridge remains the 
only viable option. 

Of the alternatives, we believe that Alternative #1, building the Armory Way Bridge to 
connect to Thorndyke Avenue at Halladay Street, would have the most negative 
impact to the surrounding residential neighborhood. Thorndyke Avenue would 
become a main route between Downtown and Magnolia, serving up to 17,000 vehicles 
per day that previously used the Magnolia Bridge. The neighborhood would suffer 
increased noise, pollution, and traffic; and reduced parking and pedestrian safety. 
These negative factors are likely to reduce property values along Thorndyke Avenue, 
and, by extension. Magnolia as a whole. We believe that lost property value should be 
added to the cost of the alternatives, and we haven't seen this addressed in the cost 
estimates. 


Our properties would be impacted particularly significantly, as they are positioned at 
the corner of Throndyke Avenue and Halladay Street - directly adjacent to the 
intersection at the end of the proposed Armory Way Bridge. 


We appreciate your consideration of our concerns, and we hope you will join us in 
advocating for replacement of the existing Magnolia Bridge. 
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Signed, 

[From: Residents of Monterra at Magnolia] _ 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The homeowners and residents of the Monterra at Magnolia Condominium and Holly 
Terrace Condominiums have reviewed the three Magnolia Bridge Replacement Plan 
proposals. We believe that an in-kind replacement of the Magnolia Bridge remains the 
only viable option. 

Of the alternatives, we believe that Alternative #1, building the Armory Way Bridge to 
connect to Thorndyke Avenue at Halladay Street, would have the most negative 
impact to the surrounding residential neighborhood. Thorndyke Avenue would 
become a main route between Downtown and Magnolia, serving up to 17,000 vehicles 
per day that previously used the Magnolia Bridge. The neighborhood would suffer 
increased noise, pollution, and traffic; and reduced parking and pedestrian safety. 
These negative factors are likely to reduce property values along Thorndyke Avenue, 
and, by extension. Magnolia as a whole. We believe that lost property value should be 
added to the cost of the alternatives, and we haven't seen this addressed in the cost 
estimates. 

Our properties would be impacted particularly significantly, as they are positioned at 
the corner of Throndyke Avenue and Halladay Street - directly adjacent to the 
intersection at the end of the proposed Armory Way Bridge. 

We appreciate your consideration of our concerns, and we hope you will join us in 
advocating for replacement of the existing Magnolia Bridge. 

Signed, 

[From: Residents of Holly Terrace Condominiums] 
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Appendix H: Magnolia Community Council Survey Results 

Note: These results are included upon request from the Magnolia Community Council and only include 
certain questions. 


Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey 


Q1 Describe your connection to Magnolia (check all that apply) 

Answered: 303 Skipped: 1 



Magnolia 
business own... 


Magnolia 

business,... 


Magnolia 

business... 

Household 

employee... 


Won-Magnolia 
business own... 


Visitor - 
recreational 


Visitor- 

frfendsor,.. 

Other (please 
Specify) 


I 

I 

I 


Q% 10% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 


ANSWER CHOICES 

RESPONSES 


Resident - at feast 1 household member working 

75.97% 

234 

Resident-at feast 1 household member retired 

21.75% 

6? 

Resident - with children Irving at home 

43.51% 

134 

Magnolia business owner - sdlo/home office 

9.74% 

30 

Magnolia business owner - small business 

9,42% 

29 

Magnolia business owner- large business 

0,32% 

1 


1/7 
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey 


Mag not ia business employee - smalt business 

1.95% 

6 

Mag not ia business employee - large business 

0.05% 

2 

Household employee (nanny, etc.) 

0.65% 

2 

Non-Magnolia business owner doing business in Magnolia {contractor, etc.) 

0.97% 

3 

Visitor - recreational 

2.27% 

7 

Visitor - friends or family 

1.95% 

6 

Other (please specify) 

3.90% 

12 


Total Respondents: 3GB 


2/7 
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey 

Q6 How do you usually enter or leave Magnolia? 

Answered: 307 Skipped: 2 



Dravus, I 
sometimes... I 

Emerson I 
overpass... I 

Emerson 

overpass,... 

Emerson I 
overpass,,., I 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 


ANSWER CHOICES 

RESPONSES 


Magnolia Bridge primarily 

48.53% 

149 

Magnolia Bridge, sometimes Dravus 

19.54% 

60 

Magnolia Bridge, sometimes. Emerson 

11.73% 

36 

Dravus primarily 

1.30% 

4 

Dravus, so me limes Magnolia Bridge 

5.54% 

17 

Dravus, sometimes Emerson 

1.63% 

5 

Emerson overpass primarily 

2.61% 

8 

Emerson overpass, sometimes Magnolia Bridge 

6.84% 

21 

Emerson overpass, sometimes Dravus 

2.20% 

7 

TOTAL 


307 


3/7 
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey 

Q7 What attributes of the Magnolia Community are important to you? 

Check all that apply. 

Answered: 304 Skipped: 5 


Easy access to 
Downtown... 

Graceful 
arterials wi... 

A safe and 
supportive... 

Magnolia 
Village's... 

Fishermen's 
Terminal 

The Marina 

Easy access to 
Downtown... 

A tow key 
place to Eiv... 

Dedicated 
Northbound... 

Beautiful 
views enter!... 

Pedestrian-frie 
ndly Village- 

Magnolia 
Boulevard 

Discovery Park 

Daybreak Star 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 


ANSWER CHOICES 

RESPONSES 


Easy access lo Downtown (driving) 

86.84% 

264 

Graceful arte rials wilh water/mountainfcity view corridors 

52.30% 

159 

A safe and supportive community for families 

83.22% 

253 

Magnolia Village's attributes and community activities 

73.36% 

223 


4/7 
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Fishermen's Terminal 

53.95% 

164 

The Marina 

26.97% 

82 

Easy access to Downtown (public transportation) 

63.09% 

207 

A low key place to live close to downtown 

80.92% 

246 

Dedicated Northbound traffic lane from Mercer Place to Magnolia Bridge overpass 

47.04% 

143 

Beautiful views entering and leaving Magnolia from Magnolia Bridge 

54.61% 

166 

Pedestrian-friendly Village and manageable traffic on residential streets 

81.58% 

248 

Magnolia Boulevard 

45.07% 

137 

Discovery Park 

76.64% 

233 

Daybreak Star 

16.12% 

49 


Total Respondents: 304 
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey 

Q8 What attributes of today's Magnolia Bridge are important to you? 

Check all that apply. 

Answered: 300 Skipped: 9 

Easy access to I 
Downtown... I 

Leads to I 
graceful... I 

Best access to H 
Magnolia... I 

Reminds me 
that we live... [If 

Easy access to I 
Downtown... I 

Dedicated H 
Northbound... H 

Easy access M 
for tourists... I 

Easy access 
for Magnolia... H 

Distributes H 
access to... I 

Emergency I 
vehicle acce... I 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% S0% 60% 70% 80% 90%. 100% 

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES 


Easy access to Downtown (driving) 

89.67% 

269 

Leads to graceful 1 arterials with wafer/mountain/city view corridors in both directions 

38.67% 

116 

Best access to Magnolia Village businesses and amenities 

73.00% 

219 

Reminds me that we five near a thriving maritime industry 

27,00% 

81 

Easy access to Downtown (public transportation) 

70.33% 

211 

Dedicated Northbound traffic lane from Mercer Place to Magnolia Bridge overpass - eases traffic for other northbound traffic 

62.33% 

187 

Easy access for tourisls to visit Magnolia Boulevard vistas 

28.67% 

86 

Easy access for Magnolia's new elementary school and buses 

38.67% 

116 

Distributes access to Magnolia for southbound residents and businesses 

81.67% 

245 

Emergency vehicle access to and from Magnolia 

82.33% 

247 
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Total Respondents; 300 
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey 


Survey Monkey 


Q3 What are the impacts for Magnolia, pros and cons of the presentation 
by SDOT (Seattle Department of Transportation)? Please include any 
ideas or suggestions you have. Presentation can be reviewed 
here: h ttps www. sea ttle. g o v/Docu ments/Depa r tmen ts^S D OT/ Bri d g eSta irs P rog ra rtVbri d g es/2( 

Aniweind. 171 SfciKcd. 13fl 


f 

KbSPOlNShS. 

DAlb 

1 

Tbrs is a sfuph survey. Tdj sr»eua ask for questions Id specifies. 

6,'f0/2O13 tSI AW- 

2 

1 os:.- trftlw WagiiaFia 3riik)b imit.KsI c'ciila /i nti^Oi i<npicd mi tiiff-i- dirilmurm, pubi c acni.riK in 
certks, ernergancy vehidas and dtseste r relief n tbeewnt tii an esvfiqjBkB. 

6115/301311:17 AM 

3 

Wnat-s the e*s1 ti slob! ic Ihc suircd bndaC- iVc sneud be sntted ie see S-COT's andysiS. 

Why iWdifSllOl n-whe it firoSHidid.i7i.abpd 9 upl'ir'Et wifi dnlu wHHbatihiil wrtlh gAuh. U rial 
.mcjudemlhcv cvcsETtiil on Ihc 'updalctf ccsl dais for roplBscmcnt - ’smoke ami m mors" 
cunies to rruiij. 

&14/20131136 PW 

4 

traffic is a ready heavy w.tnfte tyidge! 1 KernDvai of tie br.dgs wll create an angc-ng seahed 
rnsi-s.Ifperit: will wad In cahiP mlu Uii^riplii! wiredhuMn 1 live ’Ei'L. R-i l nows ftr W.-qn:: si 
tkJSinaFSl] 

!5.'-i;2D-a a2sPW 

5 

Rcua r dcss dtwhich cpten. wc wJI nave 'c igcr access l-rscs, Option 1 is proDofaly Itut best herb 
mt m*L 

6114/2013 & IS PW 

E 

The current Drrfgc is a p-avan route, the ailBmebivos arc net proven- aid heir inpod on tha 
Linriri.n.ly irmy be qnyitei Bihii SQpT v.iqi]efts. Any (■8<idiPii Pih* Ip t'Elicte a bi tilqe. 

BH/ffilSildPW 

T 

We wa' y need Id unprave traffic f ew me and out cf Magna a id reslrjct it firtw. An astia' 1 :1 
ri!;iii::i!rr<!ril l?i:kp! ■- Piu my pidnvLFii'Iliieninu^ Dm EtwinyOi Ip Hntv.En ;md F'r.crson iiiksiJ tii 
cs vndr.na or a tp/ed. 

6/14/2018 4:27 HW 


B SOOT has i-ltc 'cqa'd fc- res dta-lls -read lo have mne bah two assess pahfc Id Our Is and'. 6/14/2Q1B S2C PV 

Bnwuk; m h ; i Hflidy a lunji^.libii 7nghlniflrB M’lcl tniai^m han bias'! reduLiiil In clrei -.ina k 1!i r way 
due 1o Ihc •rosily vacant bike tone. T r alft; on Emevson commonly backs up la Frehsmjnri s 
Tisrn.n.i. Ad:En:j Pi:: iulrfel.nniv traffic In Piumi Iwo jorwiK' in-nli- w-J ::c: h :Es-.i:.tir. Tli^ralyko ■•t 
nat capable cf hand' igs'i Bwlrrfip ajnremt.y m anaged by in* Magnolia Er age. 

9 Pres. tjI natty timing Lny Cons, 'odneed aueei-s Id sejt'Kii'i Mug'iii; a und hie vdajuf. ar 4/2013 11:13 AM 

ItFwvtenrtiB' stems ca tween IhnmdMB and ? 3 Bn and Gwfald la l^aviis w *rh snaraBsadlrarffin 
IhcyVa not aqu pped la handle, paleif ohy as mast af bon area I stra qHl cmite broken up by 
■srtfli: wity-s, lneduri*, kIk. Aba, wlti Qrnvini h* wi inn khs^H nr leirji!, |-ik MuS-un of ?.Hti Avn W 
batrtflsn Uravus and Barrett nil sea n creased Iraffic- Wkga s NOl SftF-t. That seaUc-i cf read e 
iilrpinly srxr^lufcly ’ 'Eiitequiita ft:: fir: unluirii: I ici'rcriiy SiteIIck. Mn:i:rivi:i, (Jrriv.Fi ImjT ki 

r«i y pfaMefliHbB option, bnlh bRcn.iSfl lis IgtlRaltw [iternay eert cn osjsa tmAups. tie 
Bridge IsiE suffocntTor Blct j afFc volume i Carnes, and the sired pasl Banian iSal a sloop gradd 
Ihttl ;miI c::: r irtij::iVK hi ciiaftiidc tiJI:: I'd’tl I denes £&ir ii) writer iFwa gut SfiKjWitu). In •'hail. Ills 
layout aF streets a Sautneasi Magnofii makes lie traffic t ow imp* cat ms cf the Arrr-ary bridge 
rt.ni Y duasy and 1'iir cxilxt'is rf na rdd.bniiii! brulip: nr+TiT i :mim (.■:!hIhc pUpdr Ihny’ir: W i ten ir'» 

1C Go win Alternative f aid also consider odd ^ a new br dge nolh of l>av-s across the yard 6/14/2013 a bit AW 

h 171(1 Qtttosr«»vllabai«f as attemulAni* 10(Is FAuqncla &■ duo arcfcasbii: as prcSirdod. A< w aF'4/2013 3.1GAW 

iB.ka same remnetaielina la nasiRiiriKffltB wnaunt of vfti-s'HA mart Arrmly use tie axiM ng 

fandne. I bciewIwcscd'Ots ollhc bnduc were ■ clraritcdwhen ast desad. On’y tia n-difcspoi 

wun :k(I 1g bi ng up IP K*f In rfinki: :s*Ik. f*ieitxK ’ irvaiw 111 m pi"' 'll. Ainu f:: : aw tie dn ,*ir ::n h;zw 

pr evidiisiy ar ocalEd faids sel aside far infra^rjct j'b ware used. t> d Hk We'cer somdor. fally 

I nc prtl Allinlaim Insl: Uesp tindfi ^ 

12 V/iPwijt bridge: prppeny vetoes dnrm, longer canmule, qua ly af ife goes dswn With bridge: 6Fl4/201tf ^ AM 

dually af :fc dbas nul scHitjo Ed ictc cats h r/aqn&:-3. It has already nahb down suDstanA oly. 

Kktxiv/iI (HI Uih MiEjnii'n- inifijs vr,Una.il r-tifiliiiaiiij I in hw G»'«r Si. iwi' r dc w».V.;t tinvn hprifn SF19/KU13 11.-41 I'M 

'mpad nalhc Maanoia Vllagp bus-ness oamFUTily. 1CJ3D0 b 25.AEH vchcScs a day year Toa^d 
BE>enlly wllhn aid IMadk nr iRSvef (he Magintia UlilMge. Is*< til ttiKlralfc (low ('edu^-i 
I hese surrounding streels and e r lenats w i result n toss of Ihe ajstomefs. ncanie, ab- ly aF 
err Juvccs lo gat Id Iriu-’ iracav af ivrailcyrrdnl, utauify Fa yjpp y r hu aid. f'wi -v. hi; dual -i 
of I'tr s-Tfli! h.i^neps BCinri^nly. I be Wlngna' fl Vihags has grftwi In serve an! ony ln;A r» ttent? 
but mure importunl y the Scarttic rcsrddnts whs come to Hngoy Iho view cf dewnlawi Seattle, to 
rsrt SkhII n v 'H'yKHl iurk. ti :: ! wy nil tie Oily .::wnir:E t k':Js. Ip wwrmil risk dh'K srly's Iw:: 
owned Diildaar peals, ta dine al one cf Bis many resteurams mat have been cult Id serve this 
. 'Hontirg gipup Of piiujSn, lu wiiik. hi tic *uft ctnk'ig nC^htachOttd or wJU c:::-n a: Iq l*i: ( 4 KdSei 
Iher hfine asiglf.arhriod. ElM^Barolhn pnojite wha visrt the eslaa .<vrenrts ofne Wngnehn 
Vi'laac. Pcrbnps TSDCfT intijdadlhe IOSsId the pcapic using the badge fir Pk co^S Id the 
fcuHincrJi cxymiynity hie] tiqir BinJiiSyKev tiny irnQflt viiK rEiw «*i4".nSrvK rid midjEjng Isk biv^c 
sat leas! a smlar canfigj'aban wadd be fcrSeartlle. Fj^bsr. Ibesludesfhat enaniaed Ibelreffic 
HVth'i (& in'iditsiMb; Irid i :x:r-l ■■] ’■ rffi: b:ngm.-lc!l i^iinU; »•■] d^u|:n:ntly hew liddng 
sddbDiai t r aff-e inrtenase ioeeUans w^ll gresf y ejacerbate tne emefcag sIub* cne. Future ed-J-tiorK 
of I'afT c Fon ns ftimkuiban of Ihc Adskan Way Viaduat ml sanpo ji d Enc Tsfft fans on ' Eln 
A'vk. W. H-id Ft at Avn hh I riffs ftcake :n0rij rlgilliFilnidh i hiIkh. Eryng (0 imJiSrpCEftle rrtirH Irtfl 
(urns oer-oss 15Ui far HaHhbaund iraffie tryng Ea get .nlo Wagazl'O will add sign fconfly tc s'cw 
dcwiri'i f::r It* 1 -StiAvir. crinKter. I csh-.'ki itii: isivnrpfn-s InMiigndSa vnilhe cxndirt^ li dgqwntid 
ssem lo tje the mosi icgp»' soiuUdiId mtgfllmg sfi el Unese potsiems. 


14 

THurc b c prat fur t/urunc ia in CIe SDQT urDscflul-uri 

a'201S 12B0 AM 

13 

$amn as above 

6/11/2013 f. S7 PW 

16 

Thtt iarttc OS 2, 

&11/2D13RD7PW 

17 

tf»irp wore lOprW.Arty Cnitm Other Ihiri mpnhinrig Or refctuktrKf tio IjkljJjS lOdrt (toSunlly. 

b^'?£Jia 7.02P61 

IS 

The SHOT rcp'esenla&vc scerrcd aitoni Jia'- with ftc points cf viawbamq presented by dher 
SHOT repr toienlflivo _.L'1 m fitw yen:* wjfl. Wtiy th* drim iMbc blunge in Hi^Hiiflcri? 

65/2018 7:14 AM 
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey 


Survey Monkey 


T'i» SOOT rep del ricil Anwiiwr <|uuhb(!ii!- About this JririjjB 'it! xpAil wtan "i:-Xs=l by •r'.ilttiiu 
PBDtfa. 1 knew endga engneera ara abte te delerm n&te*s. it's nal a wid guessing g»Te. lie part 
of tdc r nodt Seatl c Times O'CsonlcdliDl infs; 2Z2A. £,■. yfiarSfom tew. TflaE tee most 
rr;;c][fanl p.tjiaj. 14tain iswpai kreiw wil'd B-my nkr:F lb db. Sr- , inbwi, ss.Yiiickt* iil’iar 5 S ! m:sks for 
business. II gryes pcoptc adEadric In scclhc- regency in gcltng a 3rd bridge up. W in Inis news 

HliiT;d Bin In;:lfqe, 1 'ik -.ipscuiK;:iH"i iitrc.:l* 1:: hMl. Ill ltKAiii ,j« Hbisil Ml I mod JC m mils t:: iSejir the 

tlrnarson overpass onto ms Ba 1 ard dodge in the a flame on Fham are b tA of people Pyug Id 
■ uavu Wag'Fji aTram ms indmir-K area, Fi^rarrniri Tumiii and «iac?a»J'uad yard. H rnejns when 
H im P/iitgriuia timl^i is gone, tte ::.k“ I-mik ih&hcB-^ b> In ’urinn Kil irnpi-iivs li itff.;: flaw. Add Inn 
crDsswa-'ks whitfr wern removed near the bus steps tack. {This is such an c-gyeaaus ewers igel w,' 
InPiiKW bits siriRlhd il prrix pRilA#vinft Ml ■ KXpeuH iy in Cm f« : H’ltl w-.nl s whan ink Iimvr 
shotler daylight nours.j I'm apes (n a 3 r d bm^ja al b different site, bit t Has jp be Bete b hanSe 
high vuijrrp, niofjilinij l» uuHv aid buses easily. RcjfiE now. wti vju trucks qsll oif stock ui the 
IJrayuRiind hnwsoabndgpg rf.hlR oSfin IhnIfllRpnnaR.rn!p..s, nsehR ml ErOt'sgns Ufa 
constant* getting Hi by trucks making tight turn atlhcsc bccqss co-US ft Df teose things wa-Sle 
Inne, pmjxk I'wff:: vwix, o*d rrneKy Mnd irnrtK IteiKpe uixmIr. Wk drill ridd1>ki» lb wfifk 
because cur work require* travel ng grBstdicteicssand -d ng a bike i&ndl a pradrea" octon. 
Pretty ri:tiiii fc'ii llxi Awn#rAjEtyM why u Bn: prAtftdurE il'iivf! eh Ajaxmi t.bui lb Elu'r rrm:l n;j. Vlt> 
dd Ikrj te mte for Am, pul in tee randans and in lass IrsffiD. Ckjr QA nBighbcrg ara fcilff* ig tag 
bridge >ssub &B&ly, They g’faadv ?ca lruBfic. d-t spUflflB snts UitJ no aribp iioc d - from fcins lo 
Ihb ikxIS'iS nd wtisl Irynxj hi yel taliarri il::iK"d::w'E W,Hi bin dtrrrAH rHIIk »-m;Iij:H. OAFsAPhib 


a'SJTpie ioi-fti pv 


traffic w r get n jcH wersec 

20 

How imn ynu ihiusvk A txq hcek^x i:::. :iI nrid id tiuii-d HrmlrKr :tir^ WIihI hii:J;*riA hi uks bF wi 
emergencyl 

S. 44 PM 

21 

All ebns 1 U lus-'Ki bridge 

6®2018 7 .rt 3 PM 

22 

IHem^qacI Df rampyiag tee Magnc-ha &-n^e aflleols our ptlblic safety Iq* Bmargeney rraH aes and 
will causa ocijcst cn. Trw impact Of Expcd<a '“'onnq n aid consfuct on f-cm Sound Transit -do 

t 5 . l 5 f, l 2 ilB 6:11 I'M 


«ilt» SlrnHoeH pin rbirfr-. Oyr myrtfcy hpl ten ysldd in n» nrftKsiiet l^n rranun. BiS 1 7 ytsiir dtf«y 
•n fixing taB Magnal aSoiga des ee-psaled ^ie cusl -perhape #i3l nanHy was used taasita bike 
Nibb infr#||rvdUib pit-Thp imnii uf Ilib pijOlia l»b sctbniliuy 1b Ihb db$irPS bf Bifi lGA4«ryhfp fuel 
IhBt pdiUcai septiiatflns. Wb^h ane nf tea fif st ns gsbonsoeds tapped tar pui lajLddHars bJI we 
deni oran Htepdur das c rsadfrays 'eca ncd-cr'ifqss^ pWmtcs. clc- 

SilOl ynvn n lidnlly 'imiImii.ihIm, :l pr Mpnldkc^i nITwiy rib run nftnrtlnttin. D feu! bin nly 

sJtauid! ocitsc DkB nders to pay fo r akc 1 btcs. Eifce ancs B'c dogg-na I'm only access roais in 
H r i:l aid bf Time migt^Xilexil w-ln -k: rr.::mni'imtu. T-k xtewiFmt iiknii w. fir :* thn H:|nrly i:r 
fain ' ss wtti cWSren Did cflhB-r care is ndotpus. SuOT sHouia altar pus routes Ed BaPard and 
□uuim ArrKi If I'icy wa:d lo Induce traffic. SDC'T nc»ds Ip ffjsirimlci; tUul uiriHryci'icy oC co B'rJ 
araaiffisss oari^et nlnliTe nagfioortiond in a spaiaEc Braural of tmn. l-r*cal piann.ngwould 
■nriudBcnnygcrKy rPSfChia instead of loss accuse 


ft,EfL'?!l- 1 tt $. 3 bnM 


fia l ?l>lB IflUXSAIf 
S/7JHJ1S 1Z12PW 

Effi^ie 8:12 AM 


1tt.1?AW 

f.'fjyDiB g.?pt At/ 


wHiKitid PBi Mng ni! n BcidgtfMt 

THe QWMajfHt-a corrrnuiily needs Id urderstand StX>T s pficm'l cs aid fjnd<ng plaits for all 
li nificTmriagiirn^nt ;i neiJr- (oi’ibnip MIk-iE for Bib hkeI 7C >mmik. 

I Hare ara no pros. Cdts: Bus senyics laffrcm MagncUB wii be nceclBd and win fjrtHe r dog 
D'avuVand E-nrsp'i.TiinvE; I'lbK will be 11mita*= ud Fix all rrpdus flf 1?iribp&'lirtuiL &js 'iossls 
wt os nrpaaed wiH, fawe/ n:n-rflFSi*nlB sissliBg^ Olisf. larmfll pud MBinHwnl be .'TDactBaae 
5. MBanoi b nasidcHts w I no lonacr bo Bbio Id boccs* Iho-sa bscds and cosinesses dredty. 

SldOl. iiic'ividBilriul'vng :dhw Itan iuntjnl :n»l fir Uik rn-rcvri! bf Lh(s isjirKril Ij niyi... .vt ■ fii v/ n- 
at bssd 3 est mala ytvcH was based upon is fact c facts. 

It ln« iRcxnby orra: In iitjli I'lriL Intr :-|y wid SfJCFf ikitBirnnBd n biifl 1 'ts mly v. iC:!k oplibn 
Id addfBss EHb BJ'Hg Magrraf 3 tndgB is a i: 1 rBclacernent of tie b«lja. Idfs dec: sen wae oased 
on whsit was bust fur [he ifiw 'aninfint ['lucorr-r ji ly. bdlTc f uw etc. Du nu bid May 21 muuhna. 

Ihu fit i*LJI 'rjp (whiiwa n::w hnpw nun :i. , i;'vm:I in t!kb.?tl1^ f.’ bnilCp: iRptem-bard 
rcoomrrcsrdbionj d d an adcul ^faoc and cknrrod tHs11. < bridge joplacom crT was ddI an Dptai. 

OiHifj ttwre rtid* pbthfc&J f::i:a?n All p Ay hew I'ihI hHVK yi}fiiiSAA*y M A.'F,nr:jin tiiil»il 

1 npacl and tie Magpoba nornrramty. H seams Ihal SOOt and IHs Bod are woik ng togatl® to 
pu&h EHlv nuw agenda if b'dgu ifriiDvaf Ifvuug'L 

As s ree dem wso ojnrBnEiy canmuta? nto IHs Ety, I IrayB Boross hie MagmE’-B b r dgB a nwungm RlSJajilB 8:1 b AM 

of two Itmes a day. T H s e dgs is by far Inc- tcsl access •nlc and 0 j! d 0 j r nc-gioonood. amt dir 

ci( I'm giBilKhl rl'riws lb -vng 111 k tuil yn.i feri yu.i B'ea w^rid nwAy furl :i ma 1y tsin 

get downlown in as (life ae 10 mi filters depend ng on the Inna or d-ay. The wJI change 1 we da not 

rmuR L'nr Gvrgud bsilVx: 1:, ill: :■ n thld I'd •i£k|i; ::ff:r:KirlFibi, I vt> bum nxp ::• m) ::pi m ri:j ii 

business m tee ViBags enfltHB tfnsl'B^ges ttesd teis wsyld present In v*1d*s pqmmg nEo aor 

cs<Toji.Ly nBXc me logE -rare'y concerned aobJ IHd vpb'lty cf a djs ioss win t c j 

ftbigttur IeuhL Wd riu'-l Iwivw llm i:- dgi; 1u mnnilitri tie ’■-Inin ws m:m in tridny. fliKcsrrB'iXly 

prqpcscd sdubons arc unDcccpb'bo as they will incroa-se- congest on and Irawl I me nlo aid out 

c:f ntr iing1A!bUCD± 

Vfe need a 1:1 rBoiBcemenl bn Jge. Ko daer Vernal bb « aoceatabe to Ihosa of us who 5 i'b her a. 1 HbS pm 

I liford l'iu gate's & Ihu Muy 2 Isi rttuulinfl, buL t suforiS (me ddaiUdiife hmu ussirmu y bufoi 

rr arte and lie ynius nflrei res- dtHs ern eimosl unweJsjyra at Ms mnl.! ve pard prcpBity Luces 

■nlhis dty lor 25 yeans and tow I n told teerts no-Ttfioy 10 rppacc a rta^tr lhcroupii(B , c tHal 

hI’ow* rra to uriip AtdfmniRnJ wifo tliBiAXl edlhp idly. VMtiy2 Huplmi iij bm Miqridm Bs :lgK lint 

bean on tha c t/s radar s nea tee N sq ja y quake -n 3001 and as I ■ e ca l it was to be replaced (a 

k'Ad}byn$w, Kb whsil hii'im initiLlr: bn: . ril:::i::il::il fiPKlR? 


V 

A cemc-ele bofflenam for Magncie residence. 

t^'Siill? 8:lDlM 

87 

AH Cons 

fcSF2318 7.33 PW- 

23 

Sn merry aud-enee membam demariElrelel an lii’W; imyness la iielen teal tee prflSfliTBhDriR were 
rendered mdol because he red of uS couldnl hear. THe meet ng planners were cedarttiy 
virfi'giKl lay ten l.irna.il n>i:l :f.:S rid i-i'mi Koi-sirh'igiy. Hue n'RKl'iig wim ctrudic Anil :i MiiiirMgrig. 

B^^IA B:H;i lM 

3r1 

Sams qjest>en as aeoye 7. Current SOOT presenlat ons do not contan snzugH rufermelcn abc-J 

IhA 11 r 1 ? 1 < 1 HI - wl :fu 1 .nfnll.qiml, prugfaeal diE:n::n t::i A n:j. 

&*5l2Dlfi d:15PM 

25 

IhB Saas pfBSBdBd by tha city searr rrery reasonahje, Bspai?3iry gi'ien tley Ha'ee se ! &3ad an 
iiHuniulu Kcbsspoiri etalw batesti ur a burden Eu Ida puyui S and st 1 pruvidB skrcct iicores lb 
Mdgmfe. 

BRVSOia 2:53 PM 

K 

PcrSKl wtiD Cf tSDHlod was nfl a deosion rmfsiir. flor wcdDuqh infDnmcd ebod Irte Subfdcl 
n- hHk- . We eikr:| ids ::-ps beriij obnijiilBiHd la tn prAKAdbd n h vwy xnadA, we y d aw ifixirlAr - 

wlh pros^ cans end eslimaled costs for each alternate®. SBBmsfhal impad stud bs werequle old 
and d rtel anHopalB futura growtH nlrarff-c. 

6^2318 2:34PM 

2/8 


Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 136 














Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey Survey Monkey 



Vie-. iiiiEsk ii 1:1 rajkRftDirtryii cf Hk: PJfuynnijt Brirlqi:. Viv. vminl yi^.iv- dpturDHhrtg t'l '■ ii/Ut Hits 
eahhqjiHe. 1 am ToneysIfiaMhacAywoud consider Ihrmngs‘sftnslwent andcommunity msof 
aside, Yao r pans ro gbl Work Ti v an ACOT1DNAL or EMERGENCY access paml. but w. be 
rsjrmJntisljr wjcing wid dtrirr'nRiM *s n '■ a^lmasr iH'ri.” I'k; iiIk Him 1,1 rtetamriBRl in ytiur 
analysis. Or fotSt d an al-grade con-iodion from Iba manna up Ibe hdl. 

1.44 PM 

33 

naigtCD 1 head sbcgld beedequste 

9:53 AM 

23 

IrcipiKjb; riDkidu rrni'iy -ileI Itrjtn uii'k/tppy nl;::nE Ihu ■ qtit Ua ;i:| tniriq Point 

6WKJ1S 1?.rsnAM 

40 

r 'aff'C SaiSigp an Ihemdyks speroech 13 Vra^-ix Is make a ngnlUn ,a already harnbia smGS tea 
fake i one wen! in place. Take 3-4 : aK cnenqcs DravUS du: nq rush hour. TbCy Seek, 

away sn Riitrn righl luni 'm'mi fcii tin fuw, Ihi! take udo-a 

JS/3lr3pl3 11:21 AM 

41 

Cons: 1 rcaMy da no! like anyth r»g lhal tr-ngs increased Iraffic on Tbamdyke and enytiinp thol 
czjgfrt jRCpAidt* c the atalli* hike ■ifi.miM.'iii’fi tiifl rtwtekK’m; Ifctutliry wily trml 

Addlrcnally, G* s gals n tne way of lha 31 and 33 dus mutes Inal *jee Ehal streEC. frkjss. faises and 
pudKtriur'is? mould be q vGn **sini of wav. Prate. Inipievng Bteivus Ffllur section nsl a lUribk; idea, 


42 

$1>QI g??JTfld a pr dga is repagaipJa Haan-e sfly. Bui bevog an Haifa go through Crews and Bie 
rrarlh rojfd vh>H be -issnc. SCOT porsbriwas umw'iina Be bunk cflrew many d Tfo-e-iC ftciflns- 
rlhbi, rdy, port, hyBroiMtea, rmh ufEj, (rfc DpufcJ til pul n Iuik/iikj. Hr i$ttd art 11[> ih inipfaSaPlH. to.it 
a low one n.gbl faa pcss-c 5. 

V30f201$ 10:34 PM 

43 

Am : :ntj h* 14 Hamlin gebr; h ARw irulgK Id laplana B1.“ Migri Mnr|i:;l a ::r :lq“. 1 fenl lias jwhR wi 

reman a eras 51W. 

sajfioift 9t$7 PM 

44 

Ptc-update IikjMuhtiu j fr'Jyul P'u -l>gir rail an 15ti avii Cdn - la£k Df IrantipiirBiruy flf 
irrplamanl vj alfnrdabia hPitang 

500/ 2013 Z12 PM 

45 

1} Oe^eosy. ced ic a -t Imq and ctuch^ fader, r. Jl 4 is ns! tna only facte-. Tfas s a 

IrjttrsjiHliidiijii [S-cjJKi Itw RipHl anjxjriayd artnsid&«iO!i ripad^ In tr. IiWr pnijfi k-^ii .Tfrus, in buMis, 
on bkss, cm foel-can mew 'tic and cul of Magnoia. Lowes! cnsl doss not rrecesaanly n-flan 
qr«nlR£t inriup. PltsiKsi. liJn far g: tmHi. If 6 i:ii'b hifHi i^ld (k»wu$ r iiwhi oirrltu frilfie l0(d$ irtd a 
lh ? d alewBl« pscass ss-m. a'ready b’s tenge sled, How awfj *;> Hey ea ssIHe pesgiaten 
increases if the 1n -d ascoss peml is xmeved? There is Only so modi Sapaoly l*»al con be added 

In L’i.jsh m:d“--, »ml lerdiiirtg 1* nflTxi Irinl nltHriM'SH wnidd hi«VH iisk:! ItiKlnrigH wi 1 ditJ CTipMnrr 
lo 15ti (aisa a'rcady eargesied) a-td sj-d'iBee sl'ciHs wthn ^agns-'ia. If It sod ,usl about cars: O: 
IhR ewrtsrf Imflii: ^r.h!kmk:.i;Ik IxvceaiT' Tint nuHibHre 'far tin Kriitje vkhtikiI :j.t-l n! ::w. P -.is, wiinl 
abom psdBstnans walking Co the wonarfrent 5 IT wa do cj danewfa dp, 1 weg>d reqgeeT a di ed 
rs-Jle Ter pudavk-un 1 .- del ween Mjy-ig':a arid S'ndh CevuiE ; :sfl Bay Pii'Wp't u Edwards Park, 
riitinr tirt'i lun-rig !:r;r;; LL - Inn l-asit nrid 1:in~ 1 uki UrtiA. -t) Hut i i*t Mi::i.il ars, lc;n. l/irgnii » 

3 yaiy h 1y horue To many seniors end families wfio sirrply canned walk half 3 mJo gph 1 lo gd lo 

IIir Run :r ;: k“ Id InrEE tliltTErit KdienK UAny pROplR ri ttijj-c ti rroI Id -.iwr m vxheup, wtisItK • 
SDOl hhias 4 orndl. 

tia'^IS 12:01 AM 

46 

MirmwEi tiikc: line: Trent F'niirstin (heT vk ibn l>av:>s 

699/3018 12:20 PM 

4 r 

Saa afcev? 

5729/201311:11 am 

45 

DCvplBaHnimnsBS. WOT is nd (Hung mlu ransidB.'aBQn Itie ourwit IrefPC cPiiSlranEs aFUie 

ug/.nsgffccnl. RernowrKt Ihc ondge w only make ssacs catisf-cphs. Tb s wJl iTsa cm'y gel 
w:rs* w.lli E?*p£drA mavucf in 

^■SSJ.'JOlE &Z4 AM 

45 

h"ot aoceplabfa Id haimafi attar native thai dgmps cars. ciKesand t'gcks on Iha skI s deof 

J.r;i:^i::; a wiuij! Ifns ■ it ids nrl: Rsf Bqup|H|tLfP! IhR ;ri uunl ollrirfftl. Tlis w rd si RjndeirtBI 

aiternalisre. 

5,99/2013 Bl3T AM 

K> 

SCDT daesnl sear to gndersfand Hat The TherndykE and Dravus routes ore scvercy negut ve <1 
Ihu r imprcd lb die GQinrnWuly. 

593/201311:51 PM 

5T 

See acove mrwiienEs 

593/2013 10:4G PM 

5? 

b M’uiK Id rBptsipi IhR endjr wl a khIk (ErtgRBfaaH h i:I '•nfidy iS> jus bx K.'ite'ing Rid rukl.'iy 
k'ajn:' a wll become a =e r cas cha'lengo. 

5/?Hix:'H h'..::i 

5a 

rapeseTflnt weulp haya ohlhp community. 

693/3013 £ 14 PM 

54 

Cans. -Traffic Iruffic Iralf c fcteceoaily after tike anesl.i -Evj^jjI yi. rip way "Odernidve routes w 
help ttippert trsRvHambm atf af ihRf^iatH -f-niaiyRiisiir VRhd hA, n-osl uwR Dir b clgHltrgRl Id 
aros in mag^Klia nack!|r. ho palec stelcn in m aunolia, so this is tTportonlfo- Uaqno'ans. 

CrpRPiN iy wii Hit: r.mi tif I?hA pn!Rk-n!i Rte No PriM 

593/2013 5.13 PM 

55 

Th s is not a stSuton - Ins is aiaaghab'g exciffe For nol a ocatng tna preper rasckimesio he‘p 
rritnlRiD Ihu woietRiful rKigtiticrhDiyJ si*. 1 ip-Mn- terr-iva ■ri:l 'r.D'e new hquiiiRn d 9mws. 

598/2018 4:57 PM 

« 

Uemoi'Sh tns er dgn? sndfrjUd someth ng also at emrcun 

693^013 3:12 PM 

57 

h o-dKi ly a Doias's would tt on abcai'y iricrPOse a jr cwniu! rig tore la dawitewk 

59&'2013 12.43 PM 

SB 

»S HtinVR 

£?fi/2013 11:41 AM 

53 

Good decumcnl D d riot see, but resident d sc jssicn indicates Ine needs of ins pert seem Id 
i frklly u.iwHigh IrRj iiksIk ::f rRSdartla. Ihu nn.iil m atteutd (Rkci irdo OE’inHitkrHbm 
mowrtg people and g-ooife mu it-medal y 

595/2013 St45 AM 

60 

SfJ::T iriMtKM liHr n: iiiJm up t^piH kc^ik:Iij-keI inthibngv. $RMlliR iHtidRMi da ndl him fcHf ii Hi$b 
Mars. 

696/3013 a n AM. 

51 

Cons, end KisuH any 2 ways sJ arid mb Wug'is la 3 cai iinsv u«?i way 

595/201311.49 PM 

« 

1 would >ke to see v ab e soghens. 

59V2018 10:54 l 3 M 

53 

Tnelr'aqns' a drdgc musl be Tired. Olncw sa we cn-yhavc I wc ways cfTMag'K n and Bio t-affic 

Wtl IjRhdirdltL 

595/2013 £14 PM 
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$4 

Titer prOfi nf Ihu'SOOT ircieiteHliiFi is truiE Ihisy he oonfvfai’.nif alfarai* vies Inatfig ■ il hr: trote, 
wlKti metis Is be Bonalhiirg (hal s. |e net psrtafarly good bH, wHess Eiere 12 m iitn JoiiB' b 
me&bite pads. Navng sad 1 let Ine ■ ctn-rr ji caban sfrotcHy is harrtndbjs uccauEC it is •cB 
KVKryniiK wlh Hite rr;;; mhicri Ihid frioy ™ J rmf lie tfacEj. I'm ;::in-i;i-::riK rtsiinaininid ;:f Imk i:ridyi 
(hal they hawo already spent sgnificand money dtSonmimog is tfE-figbl c?kcq. Tbcy dd no( haw: 
;:::vK pH'il far in fa4 pfrNtwten l<wypni|ifa tcnC ihnaMontd nqw fafawing liuR ::>■ oi ipihr Ii.iE >D 

neffonded sTiCtJ-Ji't really mgcessari y change Ihe butgome part co! any when in ne nterm Ha 
cHra twi? dtcrrEriivD m-Biv Hwvu bccomn'oss vsaf u^wifaevs rciriovo sfianiA DnliK ol'iur uidgb 
.it l-ies tip ofMiqnii’fl liioiOvidil dwell doMlHxt trifpEsriea llnl teiten llifa tif Ihn >|Xi0ulahin wtiO 
are bAPS do-irt always usd, efimnatnp 1‘affc caqac4y cn (hnl 'ode. Tbe othny cons of Ihs SCOT 
[irtarc-dteliLri tilJ:i:1k I'ihI tite OrtypipMtei wvetlMitH hte» '■! ::Sn >i nu::.il Bin yzp^tt. tl wte* mixSi h 

Cvar and offensive dodge cf Ch issue. As eh miany Lb ngs SCOT Haas, com p atby emiarraesng 
and inco'rnaifcnl. 

T.rt PW 

$5 

TJ»e prpDlem win Ihe presantal'en is Inal Hey did npl pre^enl i nferm^scri eh :rmpa<Jls. As a 
-usdcm 1 mi ccncarncd abDJl taf c Tow. ncsal re rTipadla our CaS<nesses, and impact an 

prcirtiri/ (wilfeft ^il rTritirK-i cif nfew IrnffiirifDitetL';. 

?;19PM 

£fi 

Impacts pffric SDOT presentation? EC made mo anderstond tint the CHy of ScatBo >s c*oar|y 
ci:- r ih-ilw rig rid ra: Hi:ri:j tue MagiuHui EMitlgH nl »' nictm Hui riMHiy nuiMchinii^ m icwtei hc>( 
aneraaflu'e Hai m 1 s gnf candy nurt Ihe Magno -a comm unb y. Ihe cn'y "pro" was to jnda#slanid tng 
SIKJT s pdsibvt o'll'is hinder. The firriy 'can' was ret nacriawha actuu y iEis Uuc-s yn-iatim 
.“uillii'ly cih biKlyee r«$tlteB»TiHiri whh prcuad. ffcl hurts if Huk baiMuhA dm mms* ng pinrviem 

did not inMi&tncnahl people or 4 ihc SDOT .usi sent samrcna they Knew wculd trowdcbas- c 
tidyiTiriofi- 

STO20 53 5:40 PM 

ET 

Smce P aT S rnendened tnen plan Id develop iand.t eopeam Hay wsnUhe bndge removed for 

L'cilli" ViniJ iijiu. hiamtewnr l.*yfi teSI aiiirite^raUilr'iifoi rfacasiia try mia ibinbunit iteningBncy vMMCiteiL. 
rns wil a'ao Bffeol Soaneea and ctnEf cornmafcai ventures. 

5^5/2058 4:3S PM 

&S 

Lack Cf any ncdponsibiiby far prevail m3 cjs co-m n imp-te?, ability ta dc ver oh Ima'an badncl. 
telrmimd on cif Uin cna tvim'-i'ajjnli^rKil why tu 'ii^gni: •» fri: bfiW ! swie«*. bdl Hm:i:I lumt^ji 

£S5?2t)13 2:KPW 

C9 

Tinorc is no prcvTinary analyses of (be fmenoai and Iroflic flow unpads cf the d ffenng bans 
btetwnten Ins vnrij.w illK'riMlivHM.friuM r'H^ing Inn Miuiyh-isi nruidi tatetlsr rum uliccs-v. Wh waxl 

Id undersland rough costs and rougn paaX/hprm end eypedeSI taff c flow SKcedaf cns. 

S25/2D18 1:55 PM 

70 

T'my ‘wiwii n "ilLrri omnrit rjf opRnrr- ri ■ l: 1 ■ i •r i r: y - ■ -1 'Xu 'ARichL:' Rf iriiji: r: pi linn n>tl irrprovc pthir 1 

eitils and erA'ancag \ am ned ocwinced the bndge has to ge te ina ml age... the ly'dgE s tnera das 
teen far mi B3 years and V> :gqc no* Wiutcd end waned ragardibss.iChenpcd Tram sc-nccs fo 
rtelni niiil tEiCJi..-Mt«grinl es •irtv-r: aup(X*l InE; Vi-Ihcjei. Ihxih nf n r'lQn paidiAnlal iiirf why Ep gHl 
infarnatan wnen SDOT has dfcna w tn Is wbm...ncl sur a pasl meetn^wes a good venue for 
in£}Firl;ihm $hmui3 n:n!y. 

SSSTfOIS 1.17 PM. 

n 

See ebeve 

W35/3D181135 PM 

1 Z 

\f avic’.j 'would Pl- i&eid cr arid itiiT. (Tut a Subjb. 

5/25/2013 12.06 PM 

n 

We pay bign pr^jerty lauies, are bas caiy cm an eandL and na'/e m mmel aennpes. The qtBlflyof 
fcncic is dand na at an ncrcdcly r ep.d case - and ncl Edr ins bdler. 

3J23/301S11:3D AM 

?i 

1 'is fir -r-1' 'ilnl, iti ifamn't npfiam In iziniiiifar tssim 1 iHs and ingrH^yiigrMiN 1 IMF'S loft sarr 

WajKf .a. Ensunng Dcrmeuie Iitbs are nat neroesed should be a key comsiddrot cn. 

i^3U1B 11.34 AM 

r$ 

Shcifd mvi; ^fwtted will Wiy wte -ks:I lu rKilteiK yliHibnd^i. SlHtuwSaftilyiV kiiVHle. Mmte didtedN 
abcml He specifics and impacts cf each segmanl pypposa^ woua be have been heSlil. Ate, 
impfid aT ;1d rutiliuna Mefludia b'ldgt. 

$155/3013 10:3? AM 

re 

fns Magrue a br d.ge is Ihe Ittlf way Id gel to Magnolia. The erne 1 rbAes ere used b>J duels ne* 
apalmanls, Dramas -s cvc-uscd and w th tie now bike lanes. Emcnsco is locally cpngeslcd. 

^23/301$ 10:26 AM 


Y7 ArjHn. I sBs en!y ifagrtfcvn I'npmH'i taniaiiisK t£ nft'HNM!:l r.ixmiitu tinfta ml Irtlflics ‘cniigftrtlbn. $250018 ID. ID AM 

Tacrc will also I ifjcty bo a negahve impact enhousng picas. t/agnc'ia is wonderfully situated ngpl 
now wlh KH>y arxteKi; Iti. (lit: ::ly. An>ti;nq Uiil ntfiidy I!i:iI jtffisiJ* the Jteswjdtity at I'ik 
neigHtH? 1 HoodL n n,gHi not da fe'l n a boom market ngw. bit will have S'gmfcant consequences 
win Ufs biStftt burst tf. furtiur* making it harder to iiaiw Muyridmmr uniu 1 Maun; a cmfd huvu 
nteynllvn i mi fiadi.n-BS n ti mtiral d^HsIsr hi H>*:irgK'i:iy ni yen^E! hiIIiki Hy In Iksvii -r fry In gtd 
tflCk. SI jo tier ch-'d'cn. TaT-''CS. PEtS. efc. 


re 

Isi: g::£:;i ;:;:l::ri kxe:k;:L la rnpani Mngitellih tirrlye i n MrEKptnl^iC 

i2$/201S 9.45iAU 

TS 

V^'i IheirH be ^grades la Thpindyke and G man b hand e 'iicreased liaffic ft? bob cars and 
busincs™ vitelidEji*? Pufiiujliicf n'J hgi Inrfii: !□ Mag'iO m Ate I'urj'i Dijiv.^ St™li cteriiiiriy a:H Id 
cengesbdh. W1 Ihere be shuflleg frum Magnc a and QjeeriAme to wry tram ndans (a !hE iignl 
rai stations? 

$25/2013 545 AM 


fliM [inHsii iluhm ;:y SIX'] 1 wftt* Eunipthlhy !K:«irig 'i ileti 1 ai HXfilAi1Al»ii. flu; nnhw“ r h lairuny 
quosbans were '1 don't know'or loos al tne wePstc.' The p'Dsenter adm.flcd SDOT is fElym^cn 
•"ifenntebKi u:i:t s.rvtey riWullS 10+ yeoirsa'd. $uch:li big dte^teulri nshifa Cuirijrl witet 

Ihcugntfui irh'esligafkDn. 

$25/201$ 42$ AM 


B 4 PRLlS - riMVfK| ?i uru.a.ibng. COft:£ - KKV:#n:iEii ilnla 13>e::nI l::S siKp* lErij] b' drjn iriIm'ik, USSi'TOlX &?3 AM 

Ttjffisei* data bi (raffs demands KHn a lost t^dge, insufficient Hal s ana assumptions on mpest 
!□ Thorndykc. Dravas and Ensue*. nsuffee "it dot a an peak jsaqc and commute bmas in and 
Out nf Mteyte:!-A, m ivhiII s;t of r hHj? frBirt thlayeid brnsj fo britergtefiny Ssriniij!i. iM Cxudy n;: 111:: 
useiheMagnp a Bridge. lack of understand 03 n folding taw and costs, no tep 1 seders'll; 
fr::v fl}Dl 1 t a t-j.rt 'i.itl iiterimly, *13 oriu |*B(Kid fcpm fil'OT tin'll , -s.!is;r:i!:l In him: it turnip Ilf 
Mstwieai issues and proems seated by Ha 3001 budge shut down Moreover, toe SffiM nap 
basioMJy d'dnl ward 1c haa- av :emm,c.ns afccjt fading a fall bfdgc :cc accmcit, There 
MasniBd fa bu nn m ww ylilth isaurdiratsn with iMHnitekif a and n vraurl. RaaKypuur ".'hmiiIhI 
end Ieckal Icadc^stip by SOOT. 


fi? 

nt n'lK f:mH yemv «g:i IIikt fc wnk PErmxfartelicRi 1b ran, u yllRd Oh riiteirin plitertt Mid :::rmn;l rift: 
12nd as'B west vs Wesl Gaer $1_ (here is only a Imy porton cf He rpad m ssmg [ adus'y thEne s 
u patlMhi7b}1tHG s not bvitnu CcnGidurillifteifrarn whid I can too ujt why can'll ba? 

$25/301$ 513 Alf 

03 

T^elhe neneyset aade far IransporlatDn andfig^e tbs pA pm suraiheRs'g a wsy engines^ 
can F pure aUl a way ID rdrdfl thus inn#. Paw n'njch was spent an the relief 1 bat ddnl work? Sue 
IHmI ixi’lkMiHu' nudlrtek bin mEhEry lu IrK biK^jr. 1 cnhl Ijimkvk bus h nvn:i ,n: fi;i 

discuss ten. 

£3tf301& 33$ AM 

$4 

htex in jh1»rnHtvft ikuIr ::f > .irfn::K »rs1 Fl ::ll Fkjy nUtfifta In 37nd Avft tend ixiiriR :e: 1b liite villtefp 
wthcMtabndgeaiairf 

$25^01$ 51$ AM 
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1t4 

Fi.it::.=i ■ (h WSKii.ilIJ im offfisnl hn&iu, ;i^ Irullf:: « only incriem-- nsf nvisiyHif ibc nSniMii. Hn Vihngii 
wej'd beqciT e sntotgd astl desniErtB being sn removed from ws reyl cf the cly. 

£t23f201fi 10.23 AM 

115 

Ci7kS - bOttUCl fuff c scnii&llB't-jrid travel brncigwiv tart cuirbri rBSidmtSfbai-'i'Eiiiiiii and 
[lulja firiro f$oidBftiS/blfWWSSi)Q from Him fci ga. 

5,'23f2013 ID. IS AM 

116 

Re-r&Jlmg Irefto onto at read y-st tamed I>avu5 and Emerson wfl fie it mess. 

^TafffllSStSI AM 

117 

Ka 

SJ33f2D13 K44 AM 

its 

Con is rad rectocmg the bedge when we pay huge laxes b Ivc ticro 

5^3j , 20ia BtW AM 

119 

Snnft |i::v w*d Kins «* A ;i:'l u KWi’lnl Cti. Owes Ml ::p:i« s prwvisntaBtSii wmi Vi.il hs’B was hi: 
parspsdivB fer Magnci-a rtse-f... wk off SUOT and Par but ncrt lha commaml)' 

£723/3018 ?. 2@ AM. 

120 

P'i:VK'illnl/.: r i rsjaiKMsI lira irnisSi n\ SDQT's pecussuMni. rust wj niui.ii an ncqlil^rliixsrJ imprutte. The: 
crasher s KncwedjE was top Hn-leH To? many qaEsf&ne corf U not be answered, pr they ware 
dadqcd. 

fJ?3/2Q18 7,36 AM 

131 

AraicSs tslrnm Mng'x: n 

a337?il8 MB AM 

122 

1 led Msgnc'm has been Id damn bySDOT andlhe cly ounol. My on'y suqqesl cn fcdb n:1 

rerm're tin tAggiii^iM fin :|tjK. 

5722/20 IS 10:67 PM 

123 

h’ert repianngft? Mag badge would be a tentJe rmsiaStE:. TtHs nagnicamacd hastens of 
lbcs.ta!i:K tf rcscdmlfc twit wnuld Pr: uR mrl'i risiy 3 imyii In qsil into L'ur ncghbarhoKli. &ic ix 
Bslrpvaiy pu^y ttjsvuy) wrth fie new qpartrnanty. Tna otoe* be? reoenty been rrgdB wares 
<£ncr?onJw(b1nc: recss sri'hcr* cl cnc lane Is a bko IwlO. L'nacccctab e!!1 

652/3019 10:59 PM 

131 

Pia piftf-icJnhcri ;id .i dnixiid jab iJ (ivh* ssnirig this tfimly Easing ixniiLidLiil but '1 I:kk HRrm 
queshans tamoke dear that the study is la fad patents* Blrmatvcsla a 1.1 repaccmcnl andMhat 
IIik 1.1 pmri nMdill on the lullin'. 

3/22/3018 10.40 PM 

IS 

We BtKpsrencad unKJd delays and Hallfc back ups when fie erdge was out cf service altar (be 

Is Squally EirtngjukUi Tfi ’• vu ejt livni 1hs way wrth no urtd iri sighl iv beyond just buna a klf*M, 
Wn ierwvh nrasaFFlepur honiEK. 

6/22/2013 10:43 PM 

126 

Kurd Ed say when her e was nclT 'kj presented bat warn'd give any idea cf whdt is in the werKS. 

r b“ yH'il hi'n.iri fionr SiyQl Hpiiur is id b.il rtnid rid'i 'sj. 

622/2019 10:33 PM 

127 

Pres: Ida bndge replacement ts Sbl ena aftbe alernabvDS Ccns: cast erf er*±3d 'cpacent-il They 
riMvKiil IdK^riI id crthB laneurisiv b n::iiKy fcr tjmkja, Iflr fedbvH qsitfwninvnl l«n they did fc:r 

IVesI 3eaflle Magnp'a rasde'ds ndl repsasnlad in pans ng ccvrmtlBB v fmS vela crfbr.flge 
:ey iTuViUnL They hirvi; scuit be n-utfi (TenBy on tsu luhcs 1‘iul a:c used by tts yf u euyu'aben 

aboul il FVcsendcr cau dnt answer spacrPc qaestans abeul the pr^cct Bu'eau^ocy is tK-ld ajiup 
rrPinaiiml nn crc«r.l MHyn: ind dycjiB ■:::( in ntlmilnribtr at inEuEng. W!iy il :l ivr mirliV* 
Aitamal ve-s warB rBt rei r Ewad art meatng - ndl a (Tear picbre of aStarnat-VK on the tab^ 

WiddnUS Drawl! i* wal fiaisue. Aeortnerll^ are cu ’ig bii 1 tiEi b arid Dm'/js iv ks 4 a dned rdtfli; 

Ip iniigrifltiH v' nge and tiiufL Nat n gned niamnbva r bay n ‘sady mcRRiul up franniB «i.n siks 
lanes. T'aff.c is backed up rt«fi new a I the bmc. Ttem-dynD i& not a qond Dpiofi tar br.dfte b no 

In ns it % :i::l d r sirt hr r kKI A W itj ::: ,i. II w: :;s njK*>l vi:Ik ^I-kkU K::rm ti Ihs :: v:r;;7"“ ni rtk ng l-i* 
deEPdrs aScuttbs bndga dnva 1 dalyThay d do t .H>b&dB r 1 s th? man way far emergency la gel 

Ip Miigriuiiii | SPD. ^in'n.liriO!s, Fire lief “Pipni aiu tally 3 wriyii tp £pil IP »tt fri^r Miijfrmlni. This 
cnags Mas 1f3 d final fafte T iey iMn'l seen Id underslanfl taal sffad ng jus &■ id je negsl. ve y w.i 
sffvf candy i-maad faff c Tow 

5/22/2013 ID: 15 PM 

m 

rimy itdn 1 tall .in mylttiig. 1 he wire rial p'HSH'Aul. 

SffiSfflQie PM 

129 

1 den t think SOOT addresses he issug. 

652/2019 ft 52 PM 

130 

r 'iwre we: ei nn cbsksBIh nrrrwiirM. Now 1 n tie iri pewtir Hlhunled pit rnpreVerriHlvK wid r' ny:i 
ware absenlL We lava not bBsrd from fire, medicai and elder ernaigertcy serweas as bo how tbs 

Wi! Wipiicd iH-|i!»Ki! ImJr. Fur: mil ppken iMpunva 1 ms. 4hguM tm evi4unli::L hdidncflhc 
msart the new Bcartniani and txpadia HEadgiisriiBrs wll bh*q lo ear nsghijaihenia 

65J2/3018 SLAffr'K 

131 

h ctbiq lass than o Ida Seal! a CtyCcunc- rpplaKirnenll will be acccal£B:c. 

^2/2013 Et43 PM 

13? 


5S2Q0ieU4lPU 

133 

Didnl qbt any answers. 

652/ 3113 Dt33 PM 

131 

I 'i“.y ■ B.t ly talkedSrOiBid 1 m ihfiir! t:ulEtndniBd Id lie enyrig Ibny pwil nfircla 1.1 rdpldOainMif 
lor our badge. That is ir/lal j unaccBplab'e-. 'When any ace deni occurs, or Ihe Bayard &'dga 
cinsikv tlt'iiMi, f ;ilf:: tiinar- if) ::f Ofnviis rind iB priit-IpcJuid. If at rtanl hiivplhp MiijfipLii 

Bndga,1hsra is noway in pr ojl tits is ssanaiB quiity cf nfe i?sje sswb be a safety issue tar 
qdl nq orrerjeniy verces n and oA. Ncl accPplBbe. 

902/39169(04 PW 

13* 

Big unpPvtpn Bin Vi imjm, npnnrff tie .•• lit* nid.vHW p::r. dK Cep nunihsliilfiK Vdrtgft. AhiP Ur* 

* oules, tnpjqh t think Mdroa tong lEfrr- plan is !□ move the routes to Dravus to is in wi(n t.ght ra>i. 

1 :E te In Hrr tiftllKr MotHMV 1^ $ni!lh Gvtot *rd Mir nn. fiprtd •'.lOftMNed COnjKSfcfllt (rt Dr^wusr hm- 
gatworsEiwrth 1 gil r»i. Ihe pan s to tclaiiy raburdUrgvus e'idgES over tblnand dvbi ra?i Irscks - 
ridt dcfiir if SDC'T b uris Ic du Ciul Biffs' c he Iridge iv dc c a'ud j'l-iiffc- Cuuld i’ibuti If a-^ic: u 
iSavifi ta enty qib arcfbe pr. nl. 

&52/2D16 PM 

136 

Itw decrease hOnta varUas and l m l access c irty Tar emergency service vahides 

652/2013 654 PM 

137 

SlKTl riHKits Iq fiiiWv iris:: BcHita ' in: l:r;.rin'iy g vk> hint nn rntrs llwi «rw iKaaiHiArt Sitai He 

2901 t^rsgjally Ea'lhquakc event nakngthc Magnolia Bndge mm nodlly m naod of dcrrOilon, 

POS l* niMde ppmc {T^KHdubciiw Mb:.’.! T4H l^rtaV'ttA npHavKlOpnidid pftqk»Kil*. II rt ddnr twl 
3gal1 e IMaypr, SDQ1'. Cbunplj- r? ciaymg a wg (mg- game, at MagnOa's expensa - end was! to 
leverage POS r tdt!vff cpri-u'd df T -Sr' luplziids by requurig v^niliuirtl PC'S fi'iuriEil uu‘1 c*c uburi 

.’i r qi'rtsKrnenl rf Hiu Mngnci n Bridge. 

65?/3018 0.10 PM 

133 

Kto nicabon of a Tut tz-' tne V ayidia fcnitjo utifl ihtr be dje iS -d!:omed obsolelc, wtsch w>n not 
only rmgHfl VKy tUtard p:itrtipS'tfi l >:::: , tnti:: i hut • l:it n;::::1nbi:i[ n n il c:ut t:f Mugn:: :i, urJ hmltul 

Id dnvng I'anspodabon cut pedasl' -v\ and tucydes. ] weJd suggast that stecs are taken !□ :epa r 
pr rPpSiifu tin: Ividqo: IJnterfi I ti: :lji: Ctalis m ii'i ki: this p'PBviPbibm mi^Ks. 

652/2013 7:52 PM 

139 

SsriB se abDVEL 

1/32/301# 7:51 iw 

140 

Given Pru numbur «f ruvdB'ib bvnq m Mag'Kikj, -Ifv m ^uasanuUulB irnagrlb Draws aid 

Hhsftrttn bang Bfs.rtn ti nfajprrncKiKfSto mD frnlfK?. II nlruwty 1 *ks LipsKrrta pf rt*r irun Vp:n« dnyh ki 
cntwfcKil Majnd a [Iravet 3 biochs> via friose rcutos. 

652/2013 7:43 PM 

141 

h*mg hK rnltp itnclnj to 1'i“ kxita v :ta ii Micj-i:: -m S crumi yihpE Bik ::tim tsit 1 * isc'kjiIm tfte 
already congested InrcrnghaJ' he day. 

652/3018 728 PM 
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey Survey Monkey 


14? 

W« were upKEit lh;ri n& oik was i: , i».c! ,< iI hint Cmtd spimms irij rRnisdiorUr- 

5^201$ 717 PU 

143 

Sflb Am 

5teattois jjmpm 

144 

Tin;n pud ana viftiiCafll far Miwltfa. 1 saw dnV eons. This uny mu win jjdlCr Hurefifi In 

l/ft jin' a clings. 

££2;2D13 643 PM 

14S 

T*»c grcstUalon was wy deaepent ng. Thcx was a lack Clknswcdnc « wc-i as ocmnnhiUfH 

In r lifting ufehh tvlh 1 l« group, n'l-.l n Inrii ::f H’lipiyif rant dun ftc|. lim ibrugftw.lii 

Ws&kI’S rssrdsnts. Money was presented as Ihe deoswHnakar bill qualtycf hfa and comrmhTity 
SikPmd l<Wr cm Up; liSL EvXiniily wirirpii^. &Kuinrts StHjaW bt fnplrred fc> pay tor IhC 
bridge ere^lwely. 

622/2013 649 PU 

146 

If tUB tridHi: : s lliftun dunriInwa wcj'd uu nDsojtKini uiCanuu into Uwrie^Mbufhasdfm 

l-meu gen;:y rfcsiMffiia unhdft^. 1hiB.j3.ife Bin Iivhj cf civ k :1 s who nil h* , kI Iiik r/.ihlis: mtk! pirDdiiol 
schceis al a greater risk. H alse increases baHio for public tanspedabdn yeft-des toced into the 
ruri-jii'K-ig to :: xnli n'i::trv W t>Avux is it: truly ill uvl? cMjainty amil :ic m!:::. 4 In girl w.!:s« with 
'icnaased *h using density an W Drawis slated lb open seen. W trows bn ® atsc a fan capacity 
prIB; to lmjInu: utj to Die rtow (ski; ( ate. A new Uilhro is Ihu uny »iniS siiulirai iTi csv Ihe 

oty p/ias Eera Bdnnfri W Mannar 1 VncB win W Gnmr and BKpnnd din 1 innggwft wniJellaRS if 
ihehjdg&if d&sod. 

622/2013 626 PM 

W 

Kp :| :t h very pljOr jab ii njl! in ofiQrittarid gutliug us sir n-i thaaftina page. Sab iny and 

ccmmenlfc far ideas. 

s^ysoie 611PK 

14$ 

SD$T riKK:ls 1 b q:: UpCK. Aid figirp put wty tiay'vK diftflggif Ills • «p|iu:adi wicfr 900?. Wa initial 

Ini good 1a4h tor toe ~^vy • n 3C15 and Inal mgmy ft as Caen squandered. Send ypgr execut yp <ne»l 
limp. Ilvniu inter uf yyj to tend a PM m wkwtj rj# cUrilicd ntos fais Ifwu need la ftava 

Iuii^i rainra 1 SuLuirt shnA up usd huvn ItuTi. 

5,25/501$ 4;07 PM 

149 

Few answers. 

522i'2018 4.3S F*M 

150 

Thera mil ha ft ItK'riftsdu.pt rtigalivp. irdpadi 1 :: iMisin»^si;s, IraMic, CCiniisnJn l'i r>. isnfiMy. Hem a 
prices. Bfti rpare. It's net acceptBcle la nnl reprace he brdge. Wa hairs irded far [axes far bus. 

522/201$ PM 

151 

Tiien: will ba ft ta.'hftradnuti rKqril we irrpHd, h: fcjSirKVXKN, Iraffu, CtHiimLle IrAfei. safely, h::n:e 
prices. Bftd nrqf b. Ft s nat acceftacie la not replace the brdge. We hai'e irded far (a.nes far tons. 

5^5/501$ 553 PM 

16? 

As slutod uiisvu. vuu have rfcady reduced! ha Iraffc Ibik« an Ihlr rtrur pc ’ll cf egress fiuni 
IfUftgdclia Fan i»refl Inies fa twp, nww ynu piwi Ip ncl rnplflce faa Prafga. n :s nflrtness and will 
or cal e a ftuac DraftC ban issue. The badge needs to be repaired «1dfa r rpcu 1! 

522/2013 649 PM 

153 

TdW rt^iftrr1i$. , _ Nr) bruise, A«qr gitodbjrb to Mloga COminwCA. faOHaea in Irafe Cnl IP ? Pto^r ittod4 
lo Mayioiiai VJhs\ a b costs of lae dinar opt &rre? Kbne guran. 

$E7/?$13 67EPM 

154 

l-ves and prbPShy irakras. 

525/501$ 30$ PM 

166 

SEX>T did nd ‘ubu P«m WB'd'Vlu a^p an Itj cP)ip<ie snavn mi If ip d ITicul-la-suP slider, wtiidi 
,ad me lb benefit fast Mr. L pc wns nd eatraly fpirr -v win faftin.. a poreftnel mara'ihafa sri'tilha 
Pad annas, prbodsed access J d Jes and Irfrri r a Dcssciiibes wcud be helpful 

522/2013 643 PM 

15$ 

WIiAii tie Bataril tr:dge e up, t ellfi: bankn up b!*> ‘ hi i Ave W link ij ulf ail nizZeiH -/ila Iter 
neigttib'tobd kem he sc-Jh. HcwwiH enB'gency ■rehides get lefc our ^&ghbcrhDcd , ThB 
ciunrpsl n-iMLi cf toe fin^T ip uspikiAmiv hit) M.ej'iniia liiwi bain jilcvir rtrq i:'iw lyfi; 1 Ihn 
fundng svs- 9f> e fc he lasi 1 f yea's. Ihis was made abundantly cm* by send ng s 
represent at ve Inal ecu d ally yagua y answer qjcsl ens nid Kept ASkfig pcdple to 'cfcr to the 
wri^sEft I'lel we wAnlpd hnf 1mpton In us! 1 fir 1 liftit fnr Inn guy- hft was B'lrbwii iRitlai a li.is by 

Ins ngher ups that hnd in cfiace but lo ayed Iheobaens or Magncra-toat are n^ftlly angry for 
t:a:n;i xu p^Hly iwnitd jiylnsir oly isniplrr F ’ti“s. p.ti ri tlru cITert 7iEn5uilng ton firih riei::tdsn'y En 
repJ aoe the Eucslmg t? dge n ke kml Quil wastng pjr 1 ®k : ars on slgdss erf bclcns that 
evuryunc knows wll npL<noet hernuuds uflfta cuhirrjnitv, Auauss to Muynu.-J Fon- Ihc* suut'iurn 
[Wd nf ire? n&ijhtarhckiiJ h -latheaL 

522/501$ 5-451^ 

157 

PR OS: mcrcK no ease df oocfrSS fa Mapnoio land lb dlhfir tiadsj. CONS: 1 irraaha a nktlh- 
Ctmixiiienl db* b* ^u4a pnoty 

522/2013 £44 PV 

153 

One hreslates tb change ■a'lytmg'fd like Id seethe bs-±ge rspiac&d axaclijr whare it is. 

522/20 IS 237 PM 

159 

h'ujrPs only nrl nBOnd bnch)B rid nciimiuil. Rep ten i^itfcpi wlnlui'i.irtes lu ncnnxs Filndt R«y 
hrasm So much mors dansty coaming ft naigThohdod need tomantapn at least the access we 
have. 

525/501$ 203 PM 

160 

It Kl fihRijgft • ftfcrmflfcsn, wh naedii bedga 

525/501$ 203 PM 

161 

Dravus and £ner son ft a-c a ready at copaoty {and beyandf dunng rush fnur, G&na from 29th 
«•«. W lu '5th hvb. Wtari Iask Aittr n hHlfhnur. Ihn ndilton uf fundiadftdf irikw n^nlinAriwat 

15Ln and Drayus will orrfy exaceitata His .brdbtem. faaddtbnhaDTy bases that cc»ra nto 
hr iiiyici m cvrcnly uku Fftusniwi ij$3l {i irul Cm l/iigiiiiia UMt-qt: uid.is vriy. Ailifcng tinsn 4 
rtMasIb Uranus anatmereun wr Dhy ntfie fall cworse. 

522/2013 IlIHPM 

162 

Ficcu. i jsI nDf». fiec j d he U dye und slocsecrid’iu enchuy (M bsc lands 

522r'2013 11.57 AM 

i$a 

Whare w • tha bus mirfe ce w.tn I ne hr riga. El wi 1 be a I 1 ssff n nigldmire gating m and cut of 
ma^tctia, Oravus a ready has tralTd ah he way jo toe mH 

$25/501$ 10:5B am 

1641 

1 rriSmiH'il SnncB t wTemi'I tuinf. 

525/501$ 0-Jrl AM 

1&5 

? 'aff'C oongesfadn, uncorfodablc liang or cum stances, n-ji rq speed nf fbcc-yrng emergency 
herlp, luck ::f exifet u ::ftxH :rf andriqioikuS. 

5222/2013 9:46 AM 

16$ 

Hresenialicn dtfoj'llor laypersen fa undeisland. Mostcplons are deemed mfeKdla. Iff am 
ruad-Tj curidLlly Itj &i!y Upt un sttl crtlhd lirfelvis Id "WidimT t>wus 6tiuuf to ;ev Jirits urid Tr. 

Ihn !mar pnlinnef faa tv .Ige fer fin rah. Appphts Ihem ib ns rsp^SHTfl'il Mfcm an liin faba 
any taiger. 

522/301$ & 7$ AW 

16? 

hv«r %:i£K liiK JKUEll NiSqiie'ly quftka, l-ui iajnirnuridy tirts ;jvm fi qi sjonr jri:t sIk'J irr$hsnga. 

(he bridge aeeck an n-kind rebacemenl. Aft em at ire fand ng sources su^i as- Fedara', Stella. LID. 
Idling, bnniKApytAS flwd tot*; ruxislbfa. ti :s moototgtlhlhtl 15+ yeuiK rutw; dapsEil (put mm 
haire no retyacainenl bridge or fandad plan Id shew for il 

525/501$ 15:$? AM 
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey Survey Monkey 

Q9 Please use this space to share your ideas or solutions 

Answered: 146 Skipped: 163 

# RESPONSES DATE 

1 Revisit access via 32nd, I am a working mom and I commute to elementary schools, preschools, 6/19/2018 10:22 PM 

after-school activities, and a full day or work downtown. Literally, if traffic is worsened in/out of 
Magnolia it will directly impact my career as I will riot be able to spend as many hours at work and 
also take care of my kids.. I'm trying to do both currently and the only way that works is because I 
can get to/from downtown relatively quickly. My primary goals are that Micro arc easy ways in/out 
of Magnolia during rush hours. 


2 

Replacement of Ihe Magnolia bridge is paramount. Distributing traffic to other entry points is 
unacceptable. 

6/ IB/2010 12:40 PM 

3 

We need accurate comparison data tor the FOUR options on the table that includes 1:1 
replacement. 

6/14/2016 8:35 PM 

4 

Build a replacement bridge... in the end whatever it costs it won't be as much as the overruns will 
cost for all the things Hie city. 5DoT etc will need to change in order to accommodate another 
solution. Any alternative solution will become a money sink as various entities grab large chunks of 
money to decide to reinvent the wheel, simply because the dly did not think this through and fund 
a bridge, thus saving itself more money than any cost the bridge replacement will incur. 

6/14/2010 5:14 PM 

5 

Direct replacement oft he Magnolia Bridge is the only acceptable option. 

6/14/2018 3:20 PM 

6 

Replacing Magnolia Bridge 1:1 is clearly best solution. If Armory Way option is chosen, should bo 
routed to let traffic off as far south as possible on Thorndike, but this would likely make Boston into 
a de facto arterial {even though Slaine/Condon would probabty be the designated arterial}. Armour 
is another possible arterial but (he median on 27th would need to be removed. The misalignment 
of all streets crossing 20th will lead to more left turns and likely more accidents. A thorough study 
of traffic impacts ACROSS THE NEIGHBORHOOD must be done, as studying just the streets 
closest to the bridge entrances is wholly inadequate. 

6/14/2018 11:18AM 

7 

Alternative 1 is fine. But what would be ever better is lo add new bridges at Bertana and Barrett by 
lidding lhal part of the rail yard. Adding a lid would allow Tor two new entrances to Magnolia and 
add space for a new city park for Jnterbay or land for a new Junior/High school which will be 
needed as the population continues to grow. 

6/14/2010 9:59 AM 

8 

Don't remove what can be fixed . Modify but don’t ait access. More frequent smaller bus shuttles 
might ease transportation lo and from the Rapid Ride Bus Routes. 

6/14/2016 8:10 AM 

9 

Replace existing bridge 1:1 

6/14/2018 7:29 AM 

10 

the only option is rebuild the bridge 

6/14/2018 6:59 AM 

11 

Replace or repair existing Magnolia Bridge. Look at other bridges in nearby towns and similar 
locations that have been recently for much less money than has been proposed for this project. 
There are numerous examples of structures that share similar challenges yet have boon built for 
as little as 1/4 the cost. Also new techniques are now available that may significantly reduce the 
cost to repair the existing structure resulting in a bridge less expensive than the currently proposed 
alternatives. 

6/13/2018 11:41 PM 

12 

No comment 

6/11/20107:37 PM 

13 

my biggest concern is the inefficiency of bus routes and increased traffic thai will occur if the 
bridge becomes decommissioned. I'm also concerned about reduced access to an already cut off 
corner of Seattle. 

6/10/2018 10:54 AM 

14 

Hold SDOT responsible to work with the slate, feds and the port to stop wasting money on absurd 
aiternalives and lo figure out how lo build Ihe bridge. Even a loll may work. 

6/9/2018 7:02 PM 

15 

Replace the bridge Add more lanes for car traffic and belter access Bike lane this year have 
compromised traffic significantly 

6/9/2010 11:51 AM 
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey 

Survey Monkey 

16 

We need three ways lo enter and leave Magnolia. Whenever we are limited to jest two (because of 
construction) there is a dramatic impact on our quality of life. 

6/9/2010 7:14 AM 

17 

1 can't afford a LED. We all pay very high taxes for all kinds of projects and very expensive 
infrastructure for downtown, Pike/Pine, ID, U District, lower QA growth. SDOT and City Council 
didn't proposed a LED specific to these areas. It should not do so hero. 

6/8/2010 10'01 PM 

18 

1 trust a suitable, safe and comparable replacement will be built for Magnolia residents. We 
definitely need the bridge to be replaced in some shape or form. Ideally in a cost effective manner. 
And in the location of the current bridge. 

6/a/2010 9:49 PM 

19 

Need to have a replacement bridge. It would feel too isolated and not make magnolia very livable 

6/8/2010 9:44 PM 

20 

keeping/improving all 3 access in and out of Magnolia 

6/8/2010 10:00 AM 

21 

The Magnolia community is a significant tax source for the city. It is unconscionable that SDOT 
has not appropriately planned for a bridge replacement. Instead we are stuck with bike Janes that 
no one wanted and few from the neighborhood use. Seattle seems to treat our neighborhood as if 
il woreni really part of (ho city. They take our tax money and then reduce or eliminate services, 

(i,e. No bridge replacement, threat of kids going to Lincoln instead of Ballard High School, no 
monorail, no Westside access to new SR99 tunnel, elc.) The bridge takedown will also negatively 
impact the planned low income housing at Fort Lawton. You can't add lots of now housing and then 
fail to provide infrastructure. The only solution is to replace the Magnolia Bridge. 

6/7/2018 8:12 AM 

22 

The solution is simple.simply reptace the bridge by a new bridge.... 

6/6/2O10 10:17AM 

23 

Could you also keep us up to date on Carta Skoglunds request for a full audit of how the city used 
the transportation money that was supposedly earmarked for our community in the last levy? 1 
think it was a reasonable request and one that may convince the city they need to be accountable 
and they need lo come to the bargaining table. Right now, other than pubtic pressure,, there is 
nothing that can make them come to Ihe bargaining table and nothing holding them accountable 
feranylhing. 

6/6/2010 9:2S AM 

24 

Rebuild the bridge. This is why we pay taxes. We live in Magnolia for many reasons and are all 
passionate residents who truly love and value our community. Wo have chosen to live there for a 
variety of reasons, but 1 would speculate that a majority of residents regularly rely on the Magnolia 
bridge on a daily basis. Proposing alternative solutions to this critical Ihruway is appalling. This will 
increase transit times and congestion in cur community. It wifi make the community less appealing 
and will pose challenges for the viability of our businesses. As a taxpaying citizen, the Tact that wo 
are even having this conversation is appalling. Meanwhile, we're happy Eo spend millions of dollars 
on homelessness but your taxpaying citizens are net being preserved the rights lo standard 
provisions which the city should be providing. Unacceptable. 

6/6/2O10 3:15 AM 

25 

We need a 1:1 bridge replacement, Find the money. 

6/5/2010 10:55PM 

26 

We have to have a replacement bridge. To move the traffic from ihe Magnolia bridge to Dravus 
and Nickerson Emerson simply will not work. 

6/5/2018 8:40 PM 

27 

1:1 replacement is the only viable solution.! have lived in Magnolia 57 tears.A lifelong resident. 

6/5/2010 7:45 PM 

23 

1:1 replacement is the only viable solutton.1 have lived in Magnolia 57 tears.A lifelong resident. 

6/5/2010 7:45 PM 

29 

Daily, J watch Fire engines, polices cars, ambulances and other emergency vehicles rapidly driving 
up the bridge Lo save people's lives. II is obviously the fastest, easiest and quickest route. It must 
be replaced. Thinking side streets will recreate the path of the bridge is short srded and not what is 
needed. 

6/5/2010 6:08 PM 

30 

Find somcobc who actually knows how to manage complex community discussions and decision¬ 
making and have (hat person/entity manage the process. 

6/5/2018 6:03 PM 

31 

Make SDOT and its consultants work harder to show the community the advantages of the 
proposed alternatives. There really are some. Better drawings are needed for their presentations. 
They need to include in thoir presentations Ihe expected routing of traffic to the village and 
elsewhere. SDOT needs to pay for these things now. Be wise. Think this through. Don't just do the 
same knee-jerk decision making that did not work Tor us in 2002-2008. 

6/5/2018 4:15 PM 

32 

this survey seems biased towards keeping / duplicating the existing magnolia bridge - but l value 
peace and quiet in the neighborhood, i do live near the bridge, but would prefer to drive further 
than see so much traffic flying by at high speed (since everyone seems to think it's the autobahn), 
centrally located access paints will distribute the traffic more evenfy than the current bridge, and 
have just as much potential to got people where they need io go quickly. 

6/5/2010 2:53 PM 
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33 

Replace bridge, connect to smith cove, widen dravus, make traffic flow better at dravus. 

6/5*2010 2:34 PM 

34 

We should have three entry ways to Magnolia as we have 20k residents, most of whom need to 
gel in and out of Magnolia each day. Having two entry ways is not an option. We don't need the 
exact same bridge, but we need something comparable in and out of that area. 

6/5/2010 1:37 PM 

35 

1 am deeply concerned about safety of the Magnolia community without a major boulevard type 
access that the Magnolia bridge provides. The lime it would take for ALS vehicles and police 
vehicles with ihc choked up Dravus and Emmcrson routes and a circuitous narrower alternative it 
not acceptable. We already have high property crime, there have been numerous bank robberies 
where the school children have had to shelter in place. Imagine a school shooting! a multi home 
fire! 1 can foresee lawsuits regarding unnecessary loss of life or property to run into the many 
millions, making 3G(M00 million for a Magnolia bridge replacement seem well speni 

6/2/2010 9:53 AM 

35 

Build a new bridge as per the original plan. Could Ihc bridge be a historical structure??? Magnolia 
should be designated as a historical neighborhood. 

6/1/2010 1:47 PM 

37 

Stop being annoying, be a decent person and stop posting these. 

6/1/2010 12:09 AM 

35 

already have, thank you 

5/31/2018 11:21 AM 

39 

Although 1 love the Bridge, it's a bridge primarily used for rich people in multi-million dollar homes. 

It's freeway design is totally unsafe and unnecessary. 1 think fcl should be preserved via tolling and 
bus/bike access should bo significantly improved. 

5/31/2018 9:30 AM 

40 

Nothing specific 

5/30/2018 9:57 PM 

41 

Please update & replace Ihc Magnolia Bridge! Please support lighl rail on 15lh avc! 

5/30/2018 2:12 PM 

42 

Don't bo (her rebuilding Ihe bridge. 

5/30/2018 12:22 PM 

43 

Wo need a Ihird access point at the southern end-whclher lhal is a ono-Eo-onc replacement lor 
the bridge or something else! Thank you to everyone who cares about Magnolia and has worked 
hard to make our voices heard.) 

5/30/2018 12:01 AM 

44 

Replace the existing Bridge with a Functional alternative that does not dump existing traffic on 
surface sheets on cast side of Magnolia where there is only one lane each way and wilh proposed 
Sound Transit rail slop. 

5/29/2018 8:31 AM 

45 

This neighborhood is filled with young families and retirees. Many of the people who have to come 
and go by car arc driving to activities not rotated lo work lhat arc outside of Ihc neighborhood, and 
that public transportation doesn't serve effectively. Dr appointments, kid pickups, errands, etc. 

5/29/2010 7:37 AM 

46 

Wo need to have a cost-blind; approach to what would be best for the community. Only then can 
we balance all our options and come up with something lhat makes sense Tor all. Wo need lo bo 
thinking for the next 100 years; the current bridge wilt last 100 years by the lime it's done and we 
owe the future the same care. 

5/28/2018 11:51 PM 

47 

The Magnolia Bridge is an essential part of this community. All of Seattle is growing in population 
density and lhat includes Magnolia. Which means fho bridge presence will be more important in 
the years ahead. The Village business district could become a vital area for residents outside of 
Magnolia but only if the bridge stays as an access point. Also, the access via the north near 
fishermans terminal has been decreased by one lane for bikes. Magnolia does not have that many 
bikers to warrant this decrease or expense. It is upsetting Ihe city would prioritize bike access over 
bridge repairer replacement. 

5/28/2010 9:28 PM 

48 

Solution; 1. Replace the bridge. Consider the tax revenue that comes from the Magnolia 
community and do whaTs right. 2. Come up wilh lour best alternative, consider the cost, then 
replace the Magnolia bridge with a temporary toll to make up the difference in cost. 

5/28/2010 9:03 PM 

49 

Federal or state funding, redo City and County budget to account for money spent across all 
departments to increase funding options for a replacement bridge or significant repairs 

5/28/2018 8:14 PM 

50 

Magnalians need that bridge. 

5/28/2018 5:16PM 

51 

If there's no bridge replacement, add a lightrail station on the way to Baltard to help alleviate the 
driving need to got downtown. 

5/28/2010 4:57 PM 

52 

The focus on the needs of Magnolia citizens was missing from the "Magnolia Bridge Community 
Conversation"', My takeaway from the mooting is none of the presenters know what they arc doing 
and none of them care about ihe citizens of Magnolia. 

5/23/2010 2:35 PM 

53 

Replace ihe bridge with at least as many lanes as it has. 

5/27/2018 7:41 AM 
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54 

1 don't know what the structural considerations are - seismic, truck and traffic loads, volume, other? 
My hope is that the bridge is rc-purposed for pedestrian and bicycle [including e-bike) uso and 
possibly bus/light rail. 

5/26/2018 9:46 AM 

55 

A mix of city transportation funds and LID for magnolia, Queen Anne, interbay and potentially 

Ballard. All of those neighborhoods will be impacted by congestion ir there is no bridge 
replacement. 

5/25/2018 10:54 PM 

56 

Government...do not veto. The Magnolia bridge must be fixed. For ant of you that were in the city 
when we had the mudslides and part of the bridge was damaged you know the inconvenience this 
caused Magnolia. Imagine If tl was taken away. Not a good idea. Listen to Magnolia residence. 

5/25/2018 8:14 PM 

57 

The bridge must be replaced. If it lakes an 1 i d and some combination of City funds particularly 
since the citizens of Magnolia pay an inordinate amount for police and fire protection that goes to 
all the rest 01 the city but very little to us. and most particularly if the homeless housing in Fort 

Lawton passes such that there is even further burden on the Northern portions of Magnolia Inlet 
and Outlet in order to provide the services that that population will most desperately need, we 
simply cannot afford to lose this. In fad if that passes one would think that some of the homeless 
Levy should go to repairing the bridge to ensure that they can get in and out. 

5/25/2018 7:41 PM 

5S 

I'd like lo see an audit and have an explanation to why there is no money to fix/replace the bridge. 

5/25/2018 6:47 PM 

59 

The bridge needs lo be replaced or a 3rd southern access road must be created. 

5/25/2018 4,39 PM 

BO 

We need a magnolia address city council candidate who can win district 7 in fall of'19 

5/25/2018 238 PM 

61 

We enter from Dravus. Emerson and Mag Bridge not one of the options. Not sure how relevant the 
last question is to transportation issues facing us today or whal you aro really trying to ask. 

5/25/2018 1:17 PM 

62 

See above 

5/25/2018 12:35 PM 

63 

A safe bridge would be extremely expensive soni think it's fair lo remove it 

5/25/2018 12:06 PM 

64 

1 am extremely worried about access For emergency services. 

5/25/2018 11:39 AM 

65 

Account for the money. Replace the bridge with a solution that maintains the status quo for 
commutes and transit limes. 

5/25/2018 11:34 AM 

66 

We arc one of the 7 Hills that make up Seattle. The Bridge is the main arterial to our 
neighborhood. Qur tax base for the Seattle Budget should dictate that there IS money to replace 
this connection to our neighborhood. Simply saying there is no money is not acceptable. This 
-money should come from the MOVE SEATTLE Budget! 

5/25/2018 10:26 AM 

67 

Stabilize the bridge. Or leave it alone. I'd rather take my chances than not have it. 

5/25/2018 10:10 AM 

63 

Replace bridge 

5/25/2018 9:49 AM 

69 

We used to shop at QFC and often drove Dravus SI. Due to increased traffic in that area we (ry to 
avoid it. 

5/25/2018 9:49 AM 

70 

No one seems lo be talking about the ramifications of the Magnolia Bridge going away and 
building some small overpasses and narrow access roads instead. Traffic volumes on the bridge 
now. Commute times out of Magnolia at peak morning rush hour is already backed up thanks to 
SDQT adding bus only lanes. Impact to clogging ThomdyKe and making turns onto small roads - 
buses, semi trucks, emergency vehicles. Clogging Dravus and Emerson (already messed up by 
SDQT For taking lanes away for bikes). Whal all this would do to commuters going to Ballard up 
and down 15th Avc West, which is already bad during peak am and pm drive times. On a higher 
level, where are lawmakers on any of this? Why aren't they at these meetings? Who is leading this 
conversation? Who should it be? MCC? A coalition? 

5/25/201S 9:23 AM 

71 

W Marine place to W gator st - 32nd avc west 

5/25/2018 9:13 AM 

72 

Stop the stupid bike lanes lhal hardly anyone can use and pul the money towards maintaining our 
streets and bridges. Magnolia, Quern Anne and Battard residents have already paid for this bridge! 

5/25/2018 8:36 AM 

73 

Don't let money impact long term traffic and access issues to the Magnolia neighborhood 

5/25/2018 8:13 AM 

74 

Fix or replace the bridge immediately; we have been taxed for it; funds diverted and wasted 

5/25/2018 6:10 AM 
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75 

There is plenty of money to repiece ihe Magnolia Bridge if the money the Cily Council has would 
only use it in ways to servo all the people of Seattle. Too much is wasted away. Wo pay a let in 
taxes, more than some neighborhoods, and deserve lo have our bridge replaced. Emerson is a 
nightmare now with a hike lane that didn’t to be built as it was and Dravus is backed up because of 
the No Turn, With single family housing disappearing, can congestion will only get worse. 

Solution? Rebuild the bridge. Period. 

5/25/2018 5;53 AM 

76 

It would be extremely unsafe in an earthquake. Somebody needs to look for money to replace it. 

5/25/2D1S 12:02 AM 

77 

fm convinced that the Port ts in the driver's seat and does not want to see a bridge replacement 
due to ihe impact of construction on current and future operations on the Pier 91 property. 1 
believe the most sensible solution for maintaining a 3rd - southern - route is through the Port 
property. One way or another. 'Occupy ihe Port 1 as far as I'm concerned - and elect City Council 
People and Port commissioners who will be responsive to the needs of the citizens rather than 
large, international business interests. 

5/24/20IS 11:25 PM 

73 

Build the bridge again to be stronger and more supportive than it is now. 

5/24/2018 11:00 PM 

79 

Please use our tax dollars lo save the bridge. We arc paying Tor bike lanes and homeless 
encampments - it's the feast the city can do for hard working people. 

5/24/2018 10:34 PM 

80 

Wo need to continue to distribute access to Magnolia by using throe routes Lo keep the traffic 
volume in each route at a manageable level. 

5/24/2:018 10:27 PM 

81 

Do not lake away this bridge 

5/24/2D18 10:27 PM 

82 

Spend Ihe money to repair or replace the bridge for ihe community (hat pays the taxes, instead of 
the homeless! 

5/24/2018 10:24 PM 

33 

I'm supportive of bike safely. But with rrty job, 1 carry heavy equipment to and from work every 
single day. 1 cannot hop on a hike or sit in unnecessary traffic every time 1 have to go to work- 
6/7days a week downtown Seattle. 

5/24/2018 3:21 PM 

34 

1 have no alternative solution, but Fear the extra heavy IraFlic back-up when Expedia moves in and 
the develop mem of new businesses along 15th Avc. W 

5/24/2018 8:46 AM 

85 

There must bo a south Magnolia access point lo keep Magnolia sate and Lo make it thrive. Given 
the amount ot money Seattle is willing fo spend on small populations (homeless and cyclists), 
ihere should be zero issue whatsoever in the city's ability to fund and construct a new bridge. 

5/24/2018 8:18 AM 

86 

My only solution is to promote (ho bridge replacement as the only viable alternative, and to work 
on voting the current Council out of their off ices! 

5/24/2018 7:57 AM 

87 

Why doesn't ihe city ban heavy tricks from using the bridge immediately, to preserve its functional 
life as long as possible and provide more time for a replacement to be built??? 

5/23/2018 9:48 PM 

83 

The bridge needs lo either be maintained or replaced. There is no acceptable alternative. 

Magnolia homeowners contribute a substantial amountoftax revenue to the city, we should not 
have lo suffer because the cily is mismanaged and cannot afford the bridge as a result. 

5/23/2018 9:27 PM 

80 

We need a new city council and a new mayor 

5/23/2018 8:50 PM 

90 

We have paid and they mis pent our money. They owe us a new bridge!! would be willing fo toll 
the bridge to help pay. 

5/23/2018 8:42 PM 

91 

replace the Magnolia Bridge 

5/23/2018 6:42 PM 

92 

REPLACE THE MAGNOLIA BRIDGE!!!! YOU KNOW IT IS UNSAFE AND IT DISGUSTS ALL OF 

US THAT THE CITY DOES NT CARE! REPLACE THE MAGNOLIA BRIDGE AND QUIT 

WASTING EVERYGNES TIME WITH THIS DEBATE!!!! 

5/23/201S 3:42 PM 

93 

1 know that Magnolia residents have been criticized for not wanting more development. However 
we do pay taxes, and area already feeling pressured by only have 3 access points into /out of Ihe 
neighborhood. 

5/23/2018 2:14 PM 

94 

No roadway in the city oF Seattle should be taken away, especially with the current unapt imizat ion 
of traffic. Either expand the two other existing entrances significantly and reduce amount of lights, 
rebuild the magnolia bridge, or build a new bridge at a different southern entrance. 

5/23/2018 12:13 PM 
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95 

The presenters at the meeting seemed to have no feel for the community concern. What people 
hear is the city will remove 1/3 of the access to the neighborhood. One lane has already been 
removed form the Fishermen's terminal access, Dravus is grid locked wilh new development, 
density is being encouraged. So the result is limited access to Magnolia, delay in emergency 
services. It seems that we pay high laxes and get increasingly limited services ( 1/2 a policeman at 
any given time, no response to calls about properly crime, no street maintained) 

5/23/2010 11:35 AM 

96 

With growing multi-family housing in Magnolia, Queen Anne and Baliand, we need the bridge ta 
keep access options lo magnolia. Plus, with a thriving Seat lie business environment, Magnolia 
has become a key neighborhood to support our economy {I support our high property tax-now we 
need to support our transportation needs for this neighborhood). Magnolia has one of the largesi 
resident populations in Seattle, and it's critical to keep the bridge. 

5/23/201H 11:05 AM 

97 

Please do not remove the bridge Please, it would cost some persons life due to response and 
delivery time Lo emergency services, 1 have made note of this comment as well with others and the 
City of Seattle will bo hold accountable when this tragic incident happens to a Magnolia resident. 

5/23/2018 10:42 AM 

98 

Cutting off lax paying citizens is not an option. 

5/23/2018 10:23 AM 

99 

A third access point to Magnolia is important given how much population has already moved in 
here and how much more is anticipated with Expedia coming. Any third access point should ideally 
be made in a way that mimics the existing bridge by keeping traffic flow moving and not creating 
additional congestion on older streets or entrances to Magnolia. 

5/23/2018 9:51 AM 

100 

The impact of removing or restricting traffic flaw at the area where the Magnolia Bridge is currently 
would bo massive. And rt would affect neighborhoods all the way from Boll Town to Crown HilJ. Wo 
need to find and allot money to repair or rebuild the bridge. 

5/23/2018 9:41 AM 

101 

Please keep/maintain the Magnolia Bridge!!! We would seriously consider moving out of the 
neighborhood if Dravus - and the already dogged up Emerson route - were our only option. 

5/23/2018 8:07 AM 

102 

Wo are now lo this city and neighborhood ycl this is the first we hoard about the bridge going 
away. It's interesting that the quake occurred 17 years ago. Jf the bridge is unsafe why have 
Magnolia residents/visitors and/or business patrons been allowed to use this bridge ali along. Why 
tear it down (& not replace it!!) now? 

5/23/2010 7:28 AM 

103 

The property tax on our house has increased 60% over the same period the bridge replacement 
cost has increased 41%. And the city says it doesn't have the money? 

5/23/2018 726 AM 

104 

Our family really likes the idea of eliminating access from the bridge to distribute the traffic over 
several other access points - will fool less like a freeway thoro. Perhaps make an aerial park 
similar to NY 1 ® High Line! 

5/23/2018 7:16 AM 

105 

This is an essential piece of infrastructure in a growing region. Replacing the Magnolia bridge 
goes hand in hand with increasing urban density and access to public transportation. Thank you 
for your consideration. 

5/23/2018 4:52 AM 

106 

Keep the bridge. Not doing so would be very detrimental lo traffic on 1-15 and cniry/oxil to and 
from Magnolia. Dravus and Nickerson are traffic nightmares already. 

5/222018 10:57 PM 

107 

Nat replacing the Mag bridge would be a terrible mistake. This neighborhood has tens of 
thousands of residents that would be left with only 2 ways to get into the neighborhood. One is 
extremely busy (Dravus) with the new apartments. The other has recently been made worse 
(Emerson) with the reassignment of one lane lo a bike lane. Unacceptable!!! 1 can't believe that the 
city is spending millions on bike fanes and not supporting ihe current infrastructure that exists for 
the lax paying residents of the city. 

5/22/2018 10:55 PM 

106 

1 have no idea of the feasibility, but 1 know the area well. Here is my basic concept; It is not 
separate ideas, but a whole interconnected plan. (Assuming there will not be a total bridge 
replacement) ffl- Port needs ta give up same land. Period. P2 Elliot Bay trail gets replaced with a 
north south road, (heretofore called Road X) #3 - Remove the high pari of the bridge, keep the 
lower part and create an exit lo connect with Road X t/4 Open up two or 3 of the east west streets 
that now dead end around or be lev/ Thorndykc. (ie; Boston, crocked, or Newton and have them 
connect with Read X If5- Add a new smaller bridge lo Connect 15ih Ave W ta Read X, but farther 
north, by opening up either Wheeler or Barrett or ? It would cross over the railroad tracks. It would 
need a new stoplight along 1 Slh which will also serve to slow it down (a good thing). This Newly 
opened up readtoverpass, will also connect to Road X. 

5/22/2018 10:33 PM 

109 

Replace Ihe bridge in its entirely. Only acceptable option is one-on-one replacement. Anything 
else will severely affect traffic. 

5/22/2018 10:15 PM 
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110 

There needs to be more entrances into Magnolia, not less. The hike lanes have made traffic worse 
{longer lights). 

S/22/2018 9:59 PM 

111 

Hold the City accountable I nclude Magnolia residents & business owners in the decision-making 
process Develop a pian & timeline to raise the money to implement the replacement plan already 
approved -10 years ago No more mootings that don't address the real issues will! speakers who 
are not "management" and/or can not addressthe real issues or questions Elect reps who will 
participate 

5/22/201a 9:58 PM 

112 

Replace the Magnolia bridge. 

5/22/2018 9:49 PM 

113 

Nothing Eess than a total Seattle City Council replacement will be acceptable. 

5/22/201 a 9:49 PM 

114 

Bridge must be replaced in same or nearby location. Access Eo magnolia already too limited. 

5/22/201 a 9:41 PM 

115 

There's no way Dravus and Emerson can support the additional traffic from the bridge and (he 
additional traffic from the apartments being built along 14th. Reducing the access points in and out 
of Magnolia from 3 to 2 seems to be a huge safely issue 

5/22/2018 9:38 PM 

116 

We. MUST. Find a way to save or replace the bridge !i!! 

5/22/2018 9:33 PM 

117 

il was extremely disappointed the no one in city leadership was there to take the hard questions. 

The gentleman from SDOT was the project manager 1 believe and unprepared to answer most of 
the questions he was asked. 1 displayed a huge failure of leadership in our city and 1 ask MCC 
hold them accountable and be wilting to came to our neighborhood meetings. 

5/22/2018 9:04 PM 

118 

Make sure when they are calculating cost of alternatives they factor in the value of our lime and 
potential decrease in our properly values if (he bridge is not replaced 

5/22/2010 9:54 PM 

119 

Put pressure on PQS and make it clear Magnolia knows that they are the reason 

SDOT/Mayor/Council can't seem to come up with the money for replacement of the M^nolia 

Bridge. Meanwhile, Magnolia needs to start calling out SDOT/Mayor/Council for borderline bad 
faith in their conduct with our com muni ly. 

5/22/201 fi 8:1 Q PM 

120 

il would love to have more public transportation options visited if the city is intending to take away 
one of Magnolias major access points. Perhaps speeding up the Interbay portion of the Light Rail 
would bo good alternative to creating bike lanes that realistically wont bo used most of the year 
and bridges for cars that would only add to the pollution and car traffic. 

5/22/2018 7:52 PM 

121 

TOLL BRIDGE TO RAISE FUNDS TO FIX OR REPLACE BRIDGET 

5/22/201 fl 751 PM 

122 

1 wish I had solutions, but if Magnolia residents were able to help pay for part of fhe cost of Ihe 
bridge by applying for a grant or by making donations, 1 think they woukL. 

5/22/2018 7:28 PM 

123 

il am willing to pay a tax to have a bridge. 

5/22/2018 6:43 PM 

124 

Access to Magnolia is getting harder and harder, cheek out Emerson to and from Magnolia at 5pm 

5/22/2018 6:39 PM 

125 

The simplest solutions tend to be the most effective and in the end, most economical. The bridge 
needs to bo rebuilt. 1 wonder whore the disaster funding that Patti Murray secured for the 
rebuilding of the bridge has gone, as well as why the solutions of Ihe original task force to rebuild 
the bridge have been thrown out, when so much money was speni on the original study. The 
estimated budget was $200 million two years ago, so i don't understand why it has doubled. The 
new proposed solutions arc all band-aid approaches that will end up costing more than the bridge 
in the end. The fewest components, the Eess cost. There will be a variety of unfarseen issues due 
to the serious revamping of major traffic patterns that will end up costing more in the end. It's 
always better to do it Right the first time. Replace the bridge, no matter how long it takes. 

5/22/201 a 6:04 PM 

126 

Hf cost is the biggest obstacle we need lo discuss creative options with the city to get this bridge to 
slay or bo rebuilt. No other alternative is sufficient for our neighborhood. 

5/22/2018 5:49 PM 


7/9 


Magnolia Bridge Planning Study: Drop-In Sessions Summary Report | 149 
















Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey 

Survey Monkey 

127 

There is a general belief in Magnolia that we pay more in taxes then we get from the City. There's 
also the observation that wo arc generally not as liberal as the rest of Seattle. Suspicion that these 
two are connected is leading to serious pent up anger. Our policing, roads, hall fields, and even 
tennis courts are way be tow par. Wc'vc know this oily bridge needs replacement for a long lime. 

S384 million doesn't have io come out of the city coffers ail at once, but it does need Iq happen. 
Thousands of residents have bought into this community with three ways In and throe ways out. 

Any less is grid lock. Our density is growing not declining. If Oravus can take more it should, but 
that won't solve the problem. If two thirds of Magnolia traffic from both hills tries to fight its way to 
Dravus you will have grid look delays all through Magnolia, not just around Dravus. Forcing 
something up Thorndyke doesn't help much either. We need a South end exit to spread the traFTio 
around 

S/22/2018 5:17 PM 

12 a 

Integrate with business leaders on your panels. You only have elected officials^ and could use 
more business experts whe've delivered on multiple profitable projects. 

5/22/2018 4:07 PM 

129 

Not sure 1 have any ideas or solutions but foci strongly tearing down and not replacing the 

Magnolia bridge will have a highly negative impact on Magnolia residents and businesses. Traffle 
□n Dravus and Emerson are already horrific at commute times and this would exacerbate that, tt 
would make it almost prohibitive for people to gel downtown or for others to visit Magnolia, 

5/22/2018 4 06 PM 

130 

Replace Ihe Bridge! 

5/22/2018 353 PM 

131 

Replace Lhe Bridge! 

5/22/2018 3:53 PM 

132 

Not repairing f replacing the bridge will create a huge problem for not only Interbay and Magnolia 
but tourism in the city of Seattle. 

5/22/201a 3:49 PM 

133 

Options lor partnerships to fund the rebuilding of the bridge, Port, City, Federal, business. 

5/22/2018 3:28 PM 

134 

Vote in politicians who are committed to maintaining critical infrastructure before starting new 
projects* 

5/22/2018 3:00 PM 

135 

Discover the amount of sales, property; license and b&o taxes generated on our little "island" and 
request we receive the benefit of our fair share. II appears that other parts of town are having 
maintenance, repairs and safety challenges met when we can't even get interest in our serial 
arsonist. 1 feel thal the city leaders {none of which reside on Magnolia) are milking us to the benefit 
of all the other pads of town. A collaboration between the Pod and SD0T might be promising. 

5/22/2018 2:48 PM 

135 

Please stop wasting our tax dollars frying to find an alternative to what the neighborhood clearly 
needs for safe access in and out of Magnolia- an in-kind replace men! bridge. 

5/22/2018 2:45 PM 

137 

Need to have the bridge with turn lanes to access marina, park and restaurants in both directions. 

5/22/2018 2:03 PM 

138 

1 understand lhe bridge is unsafe and if needs to be dealt with. 1 (ike the idea of extending Armory 
way/Wiltiams over the train tracks because then the south side of the neighborhood has access 
but isn't having to drive 5 miles out of their way and sit in Ballard traffic on 15th just to get home. 

5/22/2018 1:09 PM 

139 

Slow growth in interbay. Developers should not have priority over quality of life. 

5/22/2018 10:56 AM 

140 

The west side or the city will be cut off from easy access to 99 when the tunnel opens, since we 
can n a longer use Elliott and will have to use a surface slreet with stoplights or go across Mercer. 
Now you're limiting mobility even more? You would think a growing city with increased density 
would prioritize more routes to move people, not fewer mules. With young children who have 
many years of activities, school commutes to middle and high school, and other needs, we can’t sit 
in traffic all day. The city is too congested to have the kids bike everywhere safely, so we need to 
drive, as the bus doesn't easily get from swimming to piano to soccer etc. My elderly disabled 
father needs Io- be able to drive around, as the bus doesn’t meet his needs. Please replace the 
bridge. Pally Murray and our state rops need to prioritize this need. 

5/22/2018 10:47 AM 

141 

See note above. 

5/22/201B 9:54 AM 

142 

Does the Tori" want lhe bridge where it is or do they feel it is in the way? 1 get the feeling thal the 
Port or Seattle wants to change tho road way For their benefit with no regard to the residents. Wo 
need a 4 lane access point on the South end oft he neighborhood. Feels tike ihis project got 
shelved for trains and bike lanes in the city now the Magnolia residents arc left out yet again. 

5/22/2018 623 AM 

143 

Ever since the 2001 Nisqually quake, the community has given a clear and consistent message: 
the bridge needs an in-kind replacement. Alternative funding sources such as Federal Slate, LID, 
tolling, bnnds/levies need to be revisited. 

5/22/2018 12:57 AM 
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Magnolia Bridge Community Conversation Survey Survey Monkey 


144 The Port, BNSF, and Ihe State need to step up to cover Ihe costs of 3/4 of the Bridge from the 5/21/3018 11:31 PM 

15lh Ave exit and flyover, across Ihe railroad tracks and including Ihe exits and connections to the 

Marina and lo Piers 90 & 91. The cruise ship access and fishing fieet support is just too important 
for Port revenue and for the State economy. The final connecting portion of the Bridge is the only 
portion [hat should be part of a funding discussion. The only two oplions that should be under 
discussion are to conned lo Magnolia at Gaier Si root, just like Uic current Bridge, or lo widen the 
road to the Marina and extend it at! of the way to 32nd Ave W. The laitcr option would require an 
elevated bridge over a portion of Elliott Gay and Ihe removal of severef homes on lower Galer St. 
al 32nd Ave W. It would also require widening 32nd and revising the intersections in and 3round 
Magnolia Village. 

145 Please rebuild the Magnolia bridge. 5/21/2018 10:43 PM 

146 Please maintain three access routes to/from Magnolia. 5/21/2018 9:25 PM 
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Alternative Analysis Scoring Details 
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Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 
Alternative Scoring 


Alternative 1 

New Armory Way Bridge and Magnolia Bridge Segment to Alaskan Way 
with new West Uplands Perimeter Road and improvements to 20th Ave 
W 


Mobility & Connectivity 

Criteria 

... . . Allocation of 

Weight 

Total 

Points 

Score 

Vehicular Access 

75% 

- 

- 

- 

• Access to Magnolia Village 


15.0% 

50 

7.50 

• Access to Marina/Waterfront from 15th Ave W 


15.0% 

50 

7.50 

• Access to Marina/Waterfront from Magnolia 


15.0% 

90 

13.50 

• Access to Terminal 91/Alaskan Way 


15.0% 

90 

13.50 

• Along 15th Ave W 


15.0% 

50 

7.50 

Subtotal 

- 

75.0% 

- 

49.50 

Multimodal Mobility 

25% 

- 

- 

~ 

• Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 


10.0% 

90 

9.00 

• Transit Access 


10.0% 

50 

5.00 

• Freight Access 


5.0% 

70 

3.50 

Subtotal 

- 

25.0% 

- 

17.50 

Total 

100% 

100% 

- 

67.00 


Environmental Impact Cost Estimate Implementation Characteristics 


Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score 


Impacts to Adjacent Land Use 40% 30 12 

Cost Estimate 100 % 70 70 

Construction Duration 40% 70 28 




Impacts to Sensitive Areas 30% 30 9 

Total 100% - 70.00 

Construction Impacts 30% 90 27 




Impacts to Natural Hazards 30% 10 3 

Construction Phasing 30% 90 27 




Total 100% - 24.00 Total 100% - 82.00 


Community Support 

Criteria 

Weight 

Points 

Score 

Public Support 

50 % 

30 

15 


Stakeholder Support 

50 % 

30 

15 


Total 

100% 

- 

30.00 













































Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 
Alternative Scoring 


Alternative 2 

Dravus St Bridge Improvements and Magnolia Bridge Segment to 
Alaskan Way with new West Uplands Perimeter Road and 
improvements to 20th Ave W 


Mobility & Connectivity 

Criteria 

. , Allocation of 

Welght Total 

Points 

Score 

Vehicular Access 

75% 

- 

- 

- 

• Access to Magnolia Village 


15.0% 

10 

1.50 

• Access to Marina/Waterfront from 15th Ave W 


15.0% 

10 

1.50 

• Access to Marina/Waterfront from Magnolia 


15.0% 

90 

13.50 

• Access to Terminal 91/Alaskan Way 


15.0% 

90 

13.50 

• Along 15th Ave W 


15.0% 

10 

1.50 

Subtotal 

- 

75.0% 

- 

31.50 

Multimodal Mobility 

25% 

- 

- 

- 

• Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 


10.0% 

50 

5.00 

• Transit Access 


10.0% 

10 

1.00 

• Freight Access 


5.0% 

30 

1.50 

Subtotal 

- 

25.0% 

- 

7.50 

Total 

100% 

100% 

- 

39.00 


Environmental Impact Cost Estimate Implementation Characteristics 


Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score 


Impacts to Adjacent Land Use 40% 30 12 

Cost Estimate 100% 70 70 

Construction Duration 40% 70 28 




Impacts to Sensitive Areas 30% 70 21 

Total 100% - 70.00 

Construction Impacts 30% 30 9 




Impacts to Natural Hazards 30% 30 9 

Construction Phasing 30% 70 21 




Total 100% - 42.00 Total 100% - 58.00 


Community Support 

Criteria 

Weight 

Points 

Score 

Public Support 

50% 

10 

5 


Stakeholder Support 

50% 

50 

25 


Total 

100% 

- 

30.00 













































Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 
Alternative Scoring 


Alternative 3 

Dravus St Bridge Improvements and Magnolia Bridge Segment to 23rd 
Ave W 


Mobility & Connectivity 




Criteria 

Weight 

Allocation of 

Total 

Points 

Score 

Vehicular Access 

75% 

- 

- 

- 

• Access to Magnolia Village 


15.0% 

10 

1.50 

• Access to Marina/Waterfront from 15th Ave W 


15.0% 

90 

13.50 

• Access to Marina/Waterfront from Magnolia 


15.0% 

30 

4.50 

• Access to Terminal 91/Alaskan Way 


15.0% 

70 

10.50 

• Along 15th Ave W 


15.0% 

10 

1.50 

Subtotal 

- 

75.0% 

- 

31.50 

Multimodal Mobility 

25% 

- 

- 

- 

• Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 


10.0% 

50 

5.00 

• Transit Access 


10.0% 

10 

1.00 

• Freight Access 


5.0% 

10 

0.50 

Subtotal 

- 

25.0% 

- 

6.50 

Total 

100% 

100% 

- 

38.00 


Environmental Impact Cost Estimate Implementation Characteristics 


Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score 


Impacts to Adjacent Land Use 40% 30 12 

Cost Estimate 100 % 70 70 

Construction Duration 40 % 10 4 




Impacts to Sensitive Areas 30% 90 27 

Total 100% - 70.00 

Construction Impacts 30% 10 3 




Impacts to Natural Hazards 30% 70 21 

Construction Phasing 30% 50 15 




Total 100% - 60.00 Total 100% - 22.00 


Community Support 

Criteria 

Weight 

Points 

Score 

Public Support 

50 % 

10 

5 


Stakeholder Support 

50 % 

70 

35 


Total 

100% 

- 

40.00 













































Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 
Alternative Scoring 


Alternative 4 

In-Kind replacement of existing Magnolia Bridge. 


Mobility & Connectivity 

Criteria 

. , Allocation of 

Welght Total 

Points 

Score 

Vehicular Access 

75% 

- 

- 

- 

• Access to Magnolia Village 


15.0% 

90 

13.50 

• Access to Marina/Waterfront from 15th Ave W 


15.0% 

90 

13.50 

• Access to Marina/Waterfront from Magnolia 


15.0% 

70 

10.50 

• Access to Terminal 91/Alaskan Way 


15.0% 

90 

13.50 

• Along 15th Ave W 


15.0% 

50 

7.50 

Subtotal 

- 

75.0% 

- 

58.50 

Multimodal Mobility 

25% 

- 

- 

- 

• Pedestrian and Bicycle Access 


10.0% 

50 

5.00 

• Transit Access 


10.0% 

90 

9.00 

• Freight Access 


5.0% 

90 

4.50 

Subtotal 

- 

25.0% 

- 

18.50 

Total 

100% 

100% 

- 

77.00 


Environmental Impact Cost Estimate Implementation Characteristics 


Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score Criteria Weight Points Score 


Impacts to Adjacent Land Use 40% 70 28 

Cost Estimate 100% 10 10 

Construction Duration 40% 50 20 




Impacts to Sensitive Areas 30% 90 27 

Total 100% - 10.00 

Construction Impacts 30% 30 9 




Impacts to Natural Hazards 30% 50 15 

Construction Phasing 30% 10 3 




Total 100% - 70.00 Total 100% - 32.00 


Community Support 

Criteria 

Weight 

Points 

Score 

Public Support 

50 % 

90 

45 


Stakeholder Support 

50 % 

90 

45 


Total 

100% 

- 

90.00 













































Magnolia Bridge Planning Study 
Concept Scoring 

DETAILED SIDE-BY-SIDE SCORING 


Mobility & Connectivity 


Criteria 

Allocation of 

T , Alt 1 

Total 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Vehicular Access 


- 

- 

- 

- 


• Access to Magnolia 

15.0% 

50.00 

10.00 

10.00 

90.00 

• Access to Marina/Waterfront from 15th Ave W 

15.0% 

50.00 

10.00 

90.00 

90.00 

• Access to Marina/Waterfront from Magnolia 

15.0% 

90.00 

90.00 

30.00 

70.00 

• Access to Terminal 91 

15.0% 

90.00 

90.00 

70.00 

90.00 

• Along 15th Avenue W 

15.0% 

50.00 

10.00 

10.00 

50.00 

Score 

75.0% 

49.5 

31.5 

31.5 

58.5 

Multimodal Mobility 


- 

- 

- 

- 


• Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections 


10.0% 

90.00 

50.00 

50.00 

50.00 

• Transit Access 


10.0% 

50.00 

10.00 

10.00 

90.00 

• Freight Access 


5.0% 

70.00 

30.00 

10.00 

90.00 


Score 

25.0% 

17.5 

7.5 

6.5 

18.5 


Total Mobility & Connectivity Score 67.00 39.00 38.00 77.00 


Environmental Impact 


Criteria Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 Alt 4 


Impacts to Adjacent Land Use 

12.00 

12.00 

12.00 

28.00 


Footprint of Impact to Sensitive Areas 

9.00 

21.00 

27.00 

27.00 


Impact to Natural Hazards 

3.00 

9.00 

21.00 

15.00 



Total Environmental Impact Score 24.00 42.00 60.00 70.00 


Cost Estimate 


Criteria 

Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Cost Estimate 

70.00 

70.00 

70.00 

10.00 


Total Cost Estimate Score 

70.00 

70.00 

70.00 

10.00 


Implementation Characteristics 


Criteria 

Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Construction Duration 

28.00 

28.00 

4.00 

20.00 


Construction Impacts 

27.00 

9.00 

3.00 

9.00 


Construction Phasing 

27.00 

21.00 

15.00 

3.00 


Total Implementation Characteristics Score 

82.00 

58.00 

22.00 

32.00 


Community Support 


Criteria 

Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

Public Support 

15.00 

5.00 

5.00 

45.00 


Stakeholder Support 

15.00 

25.00 

35.00 

45.00 


Total Community Support Score 

30.00 

30.00 

40.00 

90.00 


Alt 1 

Alt 2 

Alt 3 

Alt 4 

TOTAL WEIGHTED SCORE 

58.2 

50.3 

48.8 

51.1 

RANK 


Printed: 4/17/2019, 4:31 PM 


















































